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The  opinion  was  delivered  at  the  special  Session  at  Mostpelier,  Sept.  Tenn,-18IH. 


PRESENT, 

Hoy.  STEPHEN  ROYCE/ Chief  Judge. 

Hon.  ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD, ) 

Hon.  ItflLO  L.  BENNETT,     >  Assistant  Judges. 

Hon.  LUKE  P.  POLAND,        ) 


E.  &  T.  Fairbanks  &  Co.  v.  Moses  Kittredge  and  Chas. 

Starks. 

Listers —  When  their  acts  are  judicial^  and  when  ministerial. 
Property  to  he  set  in  School  Districts,  Sfc.  Act  of  1847, 
ministerial. 

The  appraisals  and  a.sse».«mcnts  which  Listers  are  commissioned  to  make,  (as  also, 
whenever  it  is  the  evident  intention  of  the  law  that  they  shall  act  solely  upon 
their  own  judgment  and  discretion.)  are  of  a  judicial  chanicter,  and  they  incur 
DO  personal  responsibility,  when  not  actuated  by  malice. 
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But  in  regard  to  the  other  duties  enjoined  upon  the  Listers,  their  acts,  for  the  most 
part,  if  not  universallj,  are  ministerial. 

The  duty  of  the  Listers  under  the  Act  of  1847,  Sec.  1,  to  "  set  in  the  list  the  ap- 
praised value  of  all  real  and  personal  estate  in  each  school  district  severally/' 
was  in  its  character  wholly  ministerial. 

And  where  the  members  of  a  firm  carried  on  business  in  school  district  No.  1, 
and  their  personal  property,  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1848,  was  in  said  district, 
except  such  as  they  had  sent  abroad  for  sale;  it  was  held,  that  the  Statute  does 
not  authorize  an  ideal  separation  of  their  joint  property,  so  as  to  set  a  portion  of 
the  property  in  school  district  No.  2,  where  one  of  the  partners  resided,  but  the 
property  should  be  designated  as  being  in  school  district  No.  1,  where  a  portion 
was  actually  situated,  —  where  the  partnership  business  was  carried  on,  and 
where  a  majority  of  the  partners  resided. 

And  if  the  firm  suffer  any  injury  and  damage  from  the  Listers  setting  their  proper- 
ty or  a  part  thereof  in  some  other  school  district,  they  wiU  be  liable,  and  the 
firm  can  sustain  an  action  against  them. 

Trespass  on  the  Case.  This  was  an  action  against  the  de- 
fendants, as  listers  for  the  town  of  St.  Johnsbury,  for  tlie  y^ar 
1848. 

The  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue,  which  by  agreement 
was  tried  by  the  court.  Upon  the  trial,  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared in  evidence,  and  were  found  by  the  court.  ^  On  the  first 
day  of  April,  1848,  and  for  several  years  previous  thereto,  the 
plaintiffs  were  partners  carrying  on  an  extensive  business,  in  the 
manufacture  of  scales,  plows,  &c.  All  of  said  firm  except  Joseph 
P.  Fairbanks,  resided  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1848,  in  school 
district  No.  1,  in  St.  Johnsbury,  where  also  were  situated  all  the 
factories,  furnaces  and  other  buildings,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  busi- 
ness was  carried  on,  and  also  their  store,  and  counting-room.  On 
the  first  day  of  April,  1848,  and  for  some  time  previous,  Joseph  P. 
Fairbanks  resided  in  school  district  No.  2,  in  St.  Johnsbury. 

The  defendants,  and  one  other,  were  duly  elected  listers  of  St. 
Johnsbury,  in  March,  1848,  and  performed  the  duties  of  listers  for 
that  year,  but  the  list  was  signed  and  sworn  to  by  these  defend- 
ants only.  The  real  estate  of  the  plaintiffs  was  set  in  the  list  at 
the  sum  of  $23,570  ;  of  this  sum,  $1,040,  was  situated  in  school  dis- 
trict No.  2,  and  the  remainder  in  other  districts  in  the  town,  and 
was  so  designated  by  the  listers. 

The  personal  estate  of  the  plaintiffs  was  appraised  at  $40,000, 
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three-fourths  of  which  was  set  in  the  list,  by  the  listers  ia  district 
Na  1,  and  one-fourth  in  district  No.  2, — making  the  whole  amount 
of  the  plaintiffs  list  which  was  set  in  district  No.  2,  $110,40. 

The  plaintiffs  had  no  personal  property  situated  in  fact,  in  dis- 
trict No.  2,  but  a  portion  of  their  personal  property  was  at  their 
works  in  district  No.  1,  and  the  remainder  was  situated  in  differ- 
ent places  in  this  State,  and  deposited  in  various  places  in  the 
United  States,  and  some  even  out  of  the  United  States,  in  Canada 
and  Cuba. 

It  also  appeared,  that  on  the  fifth  day  of  July,  1849,  a  tax  of 
$125,  was  voted  on  the  list  in  district  No.  2,  being  12  per  cent  on 
the  list,  for  the  purpose  of  grading  and  fencing  around  the  school- 
house,  which  tax  was  duly  assessed  by  the  committee  of  said  dis- 
trict, and  the  plaintiffs  tax  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $13,24,  which 
they  refused  to  pay,  except  the  sum  which  was  raised  on  the 
plaintiffs  real  estate,  which  was  situated  in  district  No.  2.  A  rate- 
bill  and  warrant  was  duly  made,  and  issued  thereon,  and  the  prop- 
erty of  Joseph  P.  Fairbanks  was  taken  and  sold  by  the  collector 
to  pay  the  same.  The  sum  so  paid  by  the  said  Joseph  P.  Fair- 
banks for  this  tax  and  costs,  was  subsequently  paid  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  the  said  Joseph  P.  Fairbanks,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit. 

It  also  appeared  that  a  tax  was  voted  in  district  No.  1,  in  1849, 
and  a  tax  bill  was  made  out  thereon,  in  which  the  plaintiffs  were 
assessed  upon  so  much  of  their  list  as  was  designated  by  the  listers 
as  belonging  to  district  No.  1,  wliich  tax  amounted  to  $69,90. 
Said  tax  bill  was  afterwards  amended,  by  adding  the  sum  of 
SI 00,  of  grand  list,  which  had  been  so  designated  by  the  listers  as 
belonging  to  district  No.  2,  for  the  plaintiffs  personal  property,  on 
which  a  further  tax  of  $14,  was  made  up  against  the  plaintiffs, 
which  was  voluntarily  paid  by  them.  The  tax  so  voted  in  district 
No.  1,  was  at  the  rate  of  14  cents  on  the  dollar  of  the  grand  list. 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  the  county  court,  June  Term,  1850, 
rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants. 

Exceptions  by  the  plaintiffs. 

S,  W.  Slade,  and  Bartlett  4*  Bingham  for  plaintiffs. 
The  Listers  have  no  discretion,  they  are  required  to  specify  the 
estate,  with  the  value  which  they  have  put  upon  it,  in  the  list, 
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which  is  situated  in  each  district,  and  which  the  law  has  made 
subject  to  taxes  in  each  district ;  tliis  duty  or  act  of  the  listers  is 
purely  ministerial.  The  liability  of  listers  for  such  acts  has  been 
fully  settled  in  this  State ;  Henry  t.  Edson  et  aly  2  Vt.  499.  Cong. 
Society  of  Poultney  v.  Ashley  et  aL,  10  Vt.  241.  Kellogg  v. 
Higgins  et  al.,  11  Vt.  240.  Howard  v.  Shumway  et  al.,  13  Vt. 
358.     Fuller  v.  Gotdd  et  al.,  20  Vt.  043. 

If  persons  having  a  limited  authority,  do  any  act  beyond  the 
scope  of  their  authority,  they  make  themselves  trespassers. 
Bloody.  Sayre,  17  Vt.  609. 

E.  Paddock  for  defendants. 

Although  the  listers  7nay  have  done  wrong  in  designating  tl>e 
$10,000  of  Joseph  P.  Faii*l)anks*  j>roperty  as  situated  in  district 
No.  2,  yet  no  action  lies  against  them  for  it,  especially  if  the  listers 
acted  in  gooil  faith,  exercising  the  best  of  their  judgment,  within 
the  scoi)e  of  their  authority.  Listers  in  taking  a  schedule  of  prop- 
erty, act  ministerially,  but  in  putting  a  value  upon  such  property, 
and  in  designating  the  situation  of  personal  property  in  the  sever- 
al school  districts,  they  act  judicially,  and  no  action  lies  against 
them  for  error,  any  more  than  it  would  against  a  court  of  law, 
which  should  judge  erroneously.  It  was  so  adjudged  ia  the  case 
of  Fuller  v.  Gould  et  al.,  20  Vt.  643. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoYCE,  Ch.  J.  This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case, 
brought  against  the  defendants  as  listers  of  the  town  of  St.  Johns- 
bur}^  for  the  year  1848.  The  defendants  were  charged  with 
having  wrongfully  divided  the  plaintiffs*  list  of  personal  property, 
designating  a  fourth  part  of  the  property  as  being  in  school  district 
No.  2,  when  it  should  all  have  been  designated  as  in  district  No.  1. 

It  is  made  a  point  of  defense,  that  the  duty  of  the  defendiuits, 
in  refenence  to  the  matter  complained  of,  was  of  a  judicial  charac- 
ter; and  that  they  are  consequently  shielded  from  personal  liabil- 
ity, though  they  may  have  acted  in  a  manner  not  warranted  by 
law.  There  is  no  doubt,  that  in  many  things  the  acts  of  listers  so 
far  ])artake  of  that  character,  that  they  will  incur  no  personal  re- 
sponsibility when  not  actuated  by  malice.  This  may  generally  be 
said  of  the  appraisals  and  assessments  which  they  are  commis- 
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stoned  to  make,  as  also,  wherever  it  is  the  evident  intention  of  the 
law,  that  thej  shall  act  solely  upon  their  own  judgment  and 
discretion.  Fuller  v.  Gould  et  oiL,  20  Vt.  643.  But  in  regard  to 
the  other  duties  enjoined  upon  listers,  their  acts  for  the  most  part, 
if  not  universally,  are  ministerial.  And  this  is  so,  whether  the 
legal  requirement  is  plain  and  obvious,  or  in  some  degree  doubtful 
and  obscure ;  for  they  are  not  a  board  for  the  construction  of 
statutes.  Of  this  the  case  of  Kellogg  v.  lEggins  et  al,,  11  Vt.  240, 
furnishes  strong  evidence  by  analogy ;  though  it  related  to  the 
acts  of  selectmen.  We  are  satisfied  that  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants, under  the  act  of  A.  D.  1847,  Sec  1,  to  '^  set  in  the  list  the 
^praised  value  of  all  real  and  personal  estate  in  each  district, 
severally,"  was  in  its  character  wholly  ministerial.  Now  it  is  well 
settled,  that  if  the  list  is  made  up  and  authenticated  in  regular 
form,  it  will  protect  the  proper  officers  in  the  assessment  and 
collection  of  taxes  upon  it.  And  hence,  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
justice,  the  listers  must  be  held  liable  for  the  consequences  of 
illegal  acts  committed  in  the  course  of  their  proceedings.  Henry 
V.  Edson  et  aL,  2  Vt.  499.  /Toward  v.  Sliumway  et  al.,  13  Vt.  358. 
The  next  inquiry  is,  whether  any  person iil  estate  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' could  legally  be  set  in  the  list  as  bein«r  in  school  district  No.  2. 
It  appears  from  the  case  that  no  part  Oi'  their  personal  prop- 
erty was  kept  in  that  district,  but  that  all  which  had  not  been  sent 
abroad  was  in  district  No.  1.  The  only  ground  for  supposing  that 
any  portion  could  rightfully  be  designated  as  being  in  the  other 
district,  where  one  of  the  partners  lived,  must  tlierefore  be  sought 
in  the  well-known  principle  of  common  law,  in  relation  to  personal 
estate, — that  it  is  considered  as  attendant  upon  the  person  of  the 
owner,  and  as  having  no  other  situs  than  his  domicil  or  residence. 
But  with  us  the  strictness  of  that  principle  is  in  many  cases  modi- 
fied by  statutory  provisions,  which,  for  purposes  of  taxation,  give 
distinct  locality  to  moveables.  Thus,  by  the  act  of  A.  D.  1841, 
Sec  12,  partners  in  mercantile  or  other  business,  may  be  jointly 
assessed  by  their  partnership  name,  in  the  town  where  their  busi- 
ness is  carried  on,  for  all  their  personal  property  employed  in  the 
business,  whether  they  reside  in  the  same  or  different  towns. 
That  enactment  comprised  in  its  operation  the  personal  property 
in  the  plaintiffs'  partnership,  both  at  home  and  abroad.  It  was  all 
brought  within  the  cognizance  and  jurisdiction  of  the  defendants 
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as  listers  ;  a  part  being  present  in  fact,  and  the  rest  constructively 
present  for  the  purposes  of  their  action.  By  the  act  of  A.  D. 
1847,  they  were  required  to  give  it  locality,  with  a  view  to  taxation 
for  school  district  purposes.  They  were  evidently  bound,  in  con- 
formity with  the  fact,  to  treat  all  the  property  which  was  at  home 
on  the  first  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1848,  as  having  its  location  in 
district  No.  1.  The  words  already  recited  from  the  first  section 
of  the  act  would  appear  to  admit  no  other  construction.  And  we 
consider  that  the  residue  should  also  have  been  so  treated.  We 
discover  nothing  in  the  statute  to  authorize  an  ideal  separation  of 
this  joint  property  ;  nor  do  we  think  that  such  a  result  would  be 
produced  by  an  application  of  the  common  law  rule,  upon  which 
the  defendants  seem  to  have  relied.  It  would  seem  that  even  that 
theory,  as  applied  to  a  partnership  in  active  operation,  must  sooner 
refer  the  situs  of  their  personal  effects  to  the  business  domicil  of 
the  Jirm,  (if  such  an  expression  may  be  allowed,)  than  to  that  of 
each  partner,  individually.  For  in  the  latter  case,  it  would  either 
suppose  a  distribution  of  the  effects  among  the  partners,  or  an 
independent  control  by  each  partner  over  a  portion  ;  both  of  which 
are  at  variance  with  all  common  experience  and  observation.  We 
therefore  conclude,  that  the  whole  property  should  have  been 
designated  as  being  in  the  district  where  a  portion  of  it  was 
actually  situated,  where  the  partnership  business  was  carried  on, 
and  where  a  majority  of  the  partners  resided. 

But  it  is  insisted,  that  if  the  defendants  have  incurred  a  liability, 
it  is  not  to  these  plaintiffs,  but  to  Joseph  P.  Fairbanks  alone ; 
inasmuch  as  his  individual  property  was  distrained  and  sold  to 
satisfy  the  tax.  To  this  objection,  however,  we  think  the  case 
discloses  a  satisfactory  answer.  Had  the  taking  and  sale  of  the 
property  been  wrongful,  by  reason  of  positive  illegality  in  the  tax, 
he  alone  could  have  sustained  an  action  for  the  trespass  or  tort. 
So  likewise,  had  the  taking  or  sale  been  rendered  tortious  by 
illegality  in  the  collector's  proceedings.  In  short,  any  action 
founded  on  this  seizure  and  sale,  as  the  immediate  cause  of  action, 
must  have  been  prosecuted  by  Joseph  P.  Fairbanks,  as  sole  plain- 
tiff". But  the  list  made  by  these  defendants  became  the  basis  on 
which  the  committee  and  collector  of  the  district  were  legally 
authorized  to  act,  and  the  regularity  of  their  doings  is  not  ques- 
tioned.    Consequently,  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  property  were 
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not  wrongful,  and  of  themselves,  constituted  no  legal  injury.  The 
only  remedy,  therefore,  to  which  Joseph  P.  Fairbanks  could  claim 
to  be  entitled,  would  be  an  action  like  the  present,  founded  on  the 
illegal  act  of  the  defendants  in  dividing  the  partnership  list.  But 
it  would  seem,  that  if  any  injury  resulted  from  that  act,  it  must  be 
an  injury  to  the  partners  collectively,  and  not  simply  to  any  one 
member  of  the  firm.  And  that  such  was  in  fact  the  case,  provided 
any  injury  has  been  occasioned,  is  sufficiently  manifest.  Each 
partner  being  holden  by  express  statute  for  the  whole  of  a  joint 
tax  against  his  firm,  it  follows  that  if  one  partner  satisfies  such  a 
tax,  whether  by  voluntary  payment,  or  by  collection  legally 
enforced  against  him,  the  firm  become  at  once  bound  to  reimburse 
him.  He  has  paid  their  debt  in  obedience  to  the  law.  The  reim- 
bursement of  Joseph  P.  Fairbanks,  by  the  plaintifis,  is  not,  there- 
fore, to  be  deemed  an  officious  and  merely  voluntary  act,  but  as 
the  performance  of  a  legal  obligation.  And  the  injury,  if  any,  for 
which  they  have  brought  their  action,  thus  became  consummated 
as  an  injury  to  them.  We  have  no  occasion  to  inquire  whether 
Joseph  P.  Fairbanks  could  have  sued  alone  before  he  was  reim- 
bursed ;  since  we  are  satisfied  that  he  could  not  afler. 

It  remains  to  inquire,  whether  the  case  shows  any  such  evident 
damage  and  injury  to  have  occurred  to  the  plaintifis,  as  necessa- 
rily to  render  the  judgment  against  them  in  the  court  below, 
erroneous.  No  complaint  is  made  as  to  the  aggregate  sum  at 
which  the  personal  estate  of  the  plaintifis  was  set  in  the  list,  but 
only  that  a  portion  of  it  was  subjected  to  taxation  in  the  wrong 
school  district.  And  the  case  furnishes  no  test  by  which  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  was  thereby  produced, 
except  the  comparative  rate  of  taxation  in  the  two  districts. 
But  that  was  a  trifie  less  in  district  No.  2,  than  in  No.  1.  It 
would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff's  rather  gained  than  lost, 
by  the  wrongful  location  which  the  listers  assigned  to  the  ten 
thousand  dollars  of  personal  property.  It  appears,  indeed,  that, 
afler  the  two  districts  had  voted  their  respective  taxes,  and  the 
sum  set  to  the  plaintiff's  in  th^  second  district,  was  added  to  the 
amount  standing  against  them  in  the  first ;  and  that  they  volunta- 
rily paid  a  tax  upon  it  in  that  district.  But  as  that  proceeding 
was  not  shown  to  have  been  authorized  or  sanctioned  by  any  com- 
petent authority,  we  think  it  was  entitled  to  no  influence  in  the 
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triaL  On  the  whole,  we  see  nothing  in  the  case  which  imperatively 
required  the  county  court  to  find  that  the  plaintiffs  had  sustained 
any  injury.  And  hence,  although  the  other  questions  involved  in 
the  case  are  now  determined  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  judg- 
ment below  must  be  affirmed. 
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Henry  C.  Blackman  v.  Edward  H.  Green  &  John  E.  Short. 

Assumpsit  on  promissory  note.     The  Insolvent  Laws  of  Massachti- 

setts. 

Where  a  note  was  neither  executed  nor  payable  in  Massachusetts,  nor  did  the 
pkintiff  or  his  factors  reside  there, — held,  that  the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachu- 
setts could  have  no  operation  upon  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  factors,  with- 
out their  express  or  implied  consent. 

When  the  purchaser,  for  goods  bought  of  commission  merchants  or  factors  draws 
the  note  payable  to  the  order  of  the  signers,  and  the  indorsement  was  simulta- 
neous with  the  signing  of  the  note,  and  was  essential  to  render  the  instrument 
operative,  it  must  be  regarded  in  effect  as  a  note  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  owner  of 
the  goods. 

And  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  signers  of  the  note,  if  the*  factors,  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  caused  the  note  to  be  presented  and  proved 


18  CHITTENDEN  COUNTY. 

Blackmail  v.  Green  &  Short. 

in  their  names,  though  this  might  be  sufficient  to  bar  them  of  all  other  and  inde 
pendent  remedies  in  respect  to  the  note,  it  will  not  effect  the  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff; for  the  factors  cannot  by  yirtue  of  their  Hen  for  commission,  pat  the  plain- 
tiff's interest  in  manifest  jeopardy  by  resorting  without  necessity  to  an  unusual 
course,  at  least  until  they  have  given  him  notice  of  the  Ken  and  an  opportunity 
to  discharge  it 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note,  and  submitted  to  the  court 
upon  the  following  statement  of  facts,  as  agreed  to  bj  the  parties : 
^The  plaintiff,  at  and  before  the  time  of  giving  the  note  in 
question,  and  was,  and  ever  since  has  been,  a  merchant  domiciled 
and  doing  business  in  Jericho,  Vermont,  and  as  such  consigned 
country  produce  of  his,  to  Messrs.  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.,  commis- 
sion merchants,  residing  and  doing  business  as  such,  in  the  city  of 
New- York,  to  sell  on  commission  without  guaranty,  at  a  conmiission 
of  two-and-a-half  per  cent 

'^  That  the  defendant  Green,  then  in  partnership  with  John  E. 
Short,  under  the  firm  of  Edward  H.  Green  &  Co.,  both  residing 
and  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Boston,  Massachusetts,  being  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  purchased  a  quantity  of  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
duce,  so  consigned,  of  said  consignees,  and  executed  and  delivered 
to  said  consignees  the  note  in  question,  which  was  in  the  words 
following: 

«  New  York,  January  10,  1846. 
*  Sixty  days  after  date,  we  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  our- 
*  selves,  at  the  counting-room  of  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.,  N.  Y.,  four 
'  hundred  and  thirty  dollars  and  forty-three  cents,  value  received.' 
(Signed,)  *  Edward  H.  Green  &  Co.* 

On  the  back  of  which  is  indorsed,  <  Edward  H.  Green  Sc  Co/ 
and  also  'March  10,  1846.' 

*  Proved,'  *E.  G.  L.' 

^  That  this  sale  and  taking  of  the  said  note  was  without  the 
plaintiff's  knowledge.  That  shortly  after,  and  before  the  note  fell 
due,  and  while  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  said  consignees,  the 
said  defendants  stopped  payment,  and  certain  proceedings  were 
had  by  them  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachusetts,  by  means 
of  which  they  obtained  a  discharge  in  due  form,  (which  was  made 
a  part  of  the  case.)  That  while  such  proceedings  were  being  had 
in  Massachusetts,  the  said  Jewell,  Harrison  Sc  Co.,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  their  own  mere  motion,  sent 
said  note  to  Boston  for  allowance,  by  the  commissioners  of  insol- 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1851.  19 

Blackman  v.  Green  &  Short 

vency,  with  a  view  to  entitle  the  note  to  a  share  of  the  assets  of 
the  defendants.  That  the  said  note  was  proved  and  allowed  before 
said  commissioners,  in  favor  of  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.  That  the 
plaintiff  was  wholly  ignorant  of  all  this,  until  long  afler,  but  was 
informed  of  the  fact  at  the  time  he  received  said  note  from  said 
Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.  That  the  contract  which  the  note  was 
given  for,  and  the  note,  were  both  made  in  said  New  York,  and 
the  residences  of  all  the  parties  have  remained  as  at  that  time. 

It  was  further  agreed : 

That  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  property  to  the  defendants, 
the  said  consignees  did  not  communicate  to  them,  that  the  property 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  did  the  defendants  know  who  was  the 
real  owner  of  the  property,  but  simply  contracted  with  said  Jewell, 
Harrison  &  Co.,  knowing  them  to  be  commission  merchants,  with- 
out any  inquiries  as  to  the  true  ownership  of  the  property.  No 
dividend  has  yet  been  declared  or  made  upon  said  note,  or  any  of 
the  claims  proved.  And  the  plaintiff  has  never  received  anything 
thereon,  or  attempted  to  avail  himself  of  any  such  proof  or  allow- 
ance of  said  note,  except  as  above  stated.  Nor  has  he  ever  dis- 
claimed or  disowned  to  the  defendants  or  the  commissioners  of 
insolvency,  the  act  of  said  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.,  in  procuring 
said  note  to  be  proved  and  allowed  as  aforesaid,  in  any  other 
manner  than  bringing  this  suit  on  said  note. 

The  said  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.  had  authority  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  sell  said  produce  to  the  best  advantage,  such  being  the  in- 
structions from  the  plaintiff. 

Certified  copies  of  proceedings  and  discharges  under  the  insol- 
vent laws  of  Massachusetts,  were  made  part  of  the  case. 

September  Term  of  the  County  Court,  A.  D.  1849, — Bennett, 
J.,  presiding,  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  Exceptions  by 
the  defendants. 

S.  Wires  and  W,  W.  Peck  for  defendants. 

1.  If  the  plaintiff  had  proved  the  claim,  he  would  have  been 
barred.  The  act  would  have  been  a  waiver  of  his  extra-territorial 
immunity.     Story  Confl.  Laws,  §  335-351. 

Phillips  V.  AUen,  8  B.  &  C.  477.  SiU  v.  Warwic,  1  H.  Bl.  665. 
Phillips  V.  Hunter,  2  H.  Bl.  403-414.  Mayhew  v.  Thatcher,  6 
Whea.  129.     Hoxie  v.  Wright,  2  Vt.,  263.      Sturgis  v.  Orawn- 
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tngshield,  4  Whea.  1 22.    McMiUen  v.  McNiel,  4  Whea.  209.     Og- 
den  V.  SaunderSj  12  Whea. 

2.  The  proof  by  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.,  was  the  act  of  the 
plaintiff.  As  factors  and  owners  of  a  special  interest  in  the  note, 
they  might  prove  the  claim.  Story  on  Ag.  §  393,  394,  227,  228. 
Parker  v.  B 22  Pick. 

3.  The  plaintiff  has  an  allowance  —  a  right  to  a  dividend,  and 
should  one  be  made,  he  cannot  retain  that  and  recover  judgment. 
Hence  he  must  be  treated  as  having  ratified  the  proof, 

Kcuson  Sf  Edmunds  and  A,  Peck  for  the  plaintiff. 

1.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  insolvent  laws  of  a  State  cannot 
operate  extra-territorially,  or  upon  the  rights  of  citizens  of  other 
States,  where  the  contract  was  not  made,  or  to  be  perfortned  in 
the  State  passing  such  laws. 

Proctor  V.  Moore,  1  Mass.  199.  Baker  v.  Wkeaton,  5  id.  511. 
Watson  V.  Bowen,  10  id.  337.  Blanchard  v.  EusseU,  13  id.  1. 
Walsh  V.  Farrand,  13  id.  19.  Bradford  v.  Farrand,  13  id.  18. 
Van  Raugh  v.  Van  Arsdaln,  3  Caine,  154.  Smith  v.  Smith,  2 
J.  R.  241.  Brainard  v.  Marshall,  8  Pick.  195.  '  Ogden  v.  Saun- 
ders, A.  U.  S.  Cond.  533-5. 

2.  Nor  can  a  case  be  found  where  a  creditor  waives  his  ex- 
tra-territorial immunity  by  any  act  short  of  not  only  proving  his 
claim,  but  accepting  a  dividend  under  the  commission.  Such  was 
the  case  of  Clay  v.  Smith,  5  Pet.  411.  And  in  Kimherly  v.  Ely, 
6  Pick.  440,  the  court  held,  that  even  though  the  creditor  appeared 
and  took  a  dividend  under  the  laws  of  another  State,  which  were 
unconstitutional,  it  was  no  bar. 

3.  The  commission  merchants  or  factors  in  New  York,  were 
not  authorized  to  present  the  claim,  or  submit  it  to  arbitration,  or 
to  commute  it,  or  to  do  anything  else,  except  to  receive  the  money 
upon  it,  and  the  whole  of  it,  or  to  do  any  act  to  impair  the  secu- 
rity of  the  plaintiff. 

Story  on  Agn.  §  403,  413,  446.    v.  Leigh,  4  Campb.  194. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoTGE,  Ch.  J.  The  note  in  suit  was  neither  executed  nor  pay- 
able in  Massachusetts,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  or  his 'factors,  Jewell, 
Harrison  &  Co.,  reside  there.    And  from  these  facts,  it  follows, 
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that  upon  principles  long  settled  and  universally  acknowledged, 
the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachusetts  could  have  no  operation  upon 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  factors,  without  their  express  or 
implied  consent. 

We  proceed  to  inquire,  then,  whether  such  consent  was  given 
to  the  proceedings  in  Massachusetts,  as  will  bar  a  subsequent  ac- 
tion on  the  note.  And  the  question  may  first  be  considered  in 
reference  to  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.  It  is  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  proof  of  the  note  under  the  commission  of  insolvency, 
was  not  alone  sufficient  to  produce  this  effect ;  but  that  the  further 
act  of  accepting  a  dividend  would  be  necessary.  I  am  not  aware 
that  any  case  of  a  foreign  creditor  has  been  made  to  turn  upon  the 
necessity  of  this  latter  fact,  although  the  fact  appeared  in  Clay  v. 
Smithy  5  Pet.  411,  where  such  a  creditor  was  adjudged  to  be 
barred.  In  Kimherly  v.  Ely,  6  Pick.  440,  the  creditor  had  proved 
his  debt,  and  received  a  dividend,  but  the  statute  under  which  the 
proceedings  were  had,  was  held  to  be  unconstitutional  in  reference 
to  his  debt ;  so  that  the  dividend  only  operated  as  pajrment  pro^ 
tanto.  Chancellor  Kent  lays  down  the  proposition,  citing  many 
authorities  to  support  it,  that  "  The  discharge  under  a  State  law 
will  not  discharge  a  debt  due  to  a  citizen  of  another  State,  who 
does  not  make  himself  a  party  to  a  proceeding  under  this  law." 
2  Kent  393.  But  every  one  who  presents  and  proves  his  debts, 
under  a  commission  of  this  kind,  does  become  such  a  party ;  and 
in  a  way,  moreover,  which  carries  the  strongest  implication  of  his 
full  consent  and  intended  acquiescence.  And  since  Jewell,  Harri- 
son 6c  Co.,  not  only  caused  this  note  to  be  presented  and  proved 
in  their  name,  but  have  suffered  the  proof  to  remain  uncancelled ; 
we  are  disposed  to  consider  the  participation  of  those  persons  in 
the  proceedings,  as  being  sufficient  to  bar  them  of  all  other  and 
independent  remedies  in  respect  of  the  note.  And  it  only  remains 
to  be  determined,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  also  concluded  by  their  act. 

The  case  shows  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  purchase  of 
Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.,  the  defendant  knew  he  was  dealing  with 
commission  merchjmts,  or  factors.  He  had  rea^son  to  conclude, 
therefore,  that  they  were  not  the  owners  of  the  property  which  he 
purchased,  though  he  was  not  informed  to  whom  it  belonged.  And 
this  may  have  suggested  the  peculiar  form  in  which  the  note  was 
drawn, — being  made  payable  to  the  order  of  the  signers ;  so  that 
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by  means  of  an  endorsement  in  blank,  the  legal  property  of  the 
note  might  rest  in  the  real  vender,  instead  of  the  factors.  The 
endorsement  was  simultaneous  with  the  signing  of  the  note,  and 
was  essential  to  render  the  instrument  operative  as  a  contract. 
Under  such  circumstances,  I  regard  it  in  effect,  as  a  note  to  the 
plaintiff.  His  property  funiished  the  consideration  of  the  note, 
and  he  could,  by  indisputable  right,  have  filled  up  the  indorsement 
to  himself.  Had  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.  become  bankrupts  or 
insolvents,  this  note  could  not  have  been  treated  as  a  part  of  their 
assets.  Scott  et  al.,  v.  Surman  et  al,  Willes  400.  2  Kent,  G23, 
and  cases  there  citxjd.  It  was  the  plaintiff's  property  on  which 
the  factors  had,  at  most,  but  a  trifling  lien  for  their  commission. 
And  hence,  the  question  arises  whether  they  could  in  virtue  of  that 
lien,  or  in  their  character  of  mere  agents,  dc^prive  the  plaintiff, 
without  his  consent  or  knowledge,  of  his  extra-territorial  immunity 
from  the  operation  of  the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachusetts^  and 
subject  his  demand  to  a  species  of  composition,  which  might  w  ell 
be  expected  to  prove  little  better  than  a  sacrifice  of  the  debt. 
Such  an  act  is  certainly  not  within  the  ordinary  powers  of  a  com- 
mercial agent.  On  the  contrary,  the  general  rule  is,  that  without 
special  authority,  he  cannot  even  compound  a  debt.  Paley  Ag. 
291.  The  powers  properly  appertaining  to  their  employment  as 
factors,  would  have  enabled  Jewell,  Harrison  &  Co.  to  use  all 
available  means  for  enforcing  payment  of  the  debt.  They  might 
have  commenced  and  prosecuted  a  suit  for  its  collection,  even  in 
Massachusetts,  if  found  to  be  necessary.  And  perhaps  their  lien 
for  commission  may  have  given  them  a  paramount  right  to  control 
the  demand.  But  even  that  could  not  entitle  them  to  put  the 
plaintiff's  interest  in  manifest  jeopardy,  by  resorting  without  neces- 
sity to  an  unusual  course,  at  least,  until  they  had  given  him  notice 
of  the  lien,  and  an  opportunity  to  discharge  it.  In  view  of  all  the 
facts  disclosed  by  the  case,  we  consider  that  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  sustain  the  present  action  is  not  affected  by  the  proceedings 
in  Massachusetts. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Officer  J  the  interest  he  acquires  in  property  hy  attachment.    Bailr 
ment.     Demand,    Exceptions. 

An  officer  acquires  a  special  property  in  the  goods  or  chattels,  by  attaching  them 
in  a  manner  authorized  by  Statute ;  and  by  the  same  means  he  also  acquires  a 
sufficient  possession,  to  enable  him  to  support  trespass  or  trover  for  any  wrongful 
taking  or  conversion  of  the  property. 

And  the  action  can  as  well  be  sustained  against  the  defendant  in  the  attachment, 
as  against  a  sdwiger. 

The  Statute  does  not  imply  a  bailment  of  the  property  so  attached  from  the  officer 
to  the  defendant  in  the  process  ;  and  such  defendant  can  only  interfere,  by  ex- 
press permission  of  the  officer,  or  to  secure  the  safety  and  preservation  of  the 
pn^jcrty. 

When  an  attachment  is  made  by  one  officer,  and  the  execution  is  delivered  to  an 
other,  in  order  to  perfect  the  lien,  the  creditors  are  not  only  bound  to  place  their 
execution  in  the  hands  of  a  proper  officer  within  thirty  days  from  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  but  cause  the  property  to  be  demanded  of  the  officer  making  the 
attachment  within  that  period,  by  the  officer  holding  the  execution. 

A  case  brought  into  the  Supreme  Court  on  exceptions,  is  heard  and  decided  as  if 
it  were  pending  upon  a  writ  of  error. 

Trover,  for  a  quantity  of  hay,  com,  rye,  oats  and  wood.  Plea, 
general  issue  and  trial  by  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  proved,  that  as  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County,  on 
the  fii\h  day  of  September,  1848,  he  attached,  as  the  property  of 
the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  in  favor  of  Strong, 
Doolittle  &  Co.,  "  all  the  hay  and  grain  situated  in  Burlington,  in 
"  the  bams  on  the  farm  or  farms  of  land  owned  or  occupied  by 
"  said  defendant  in  Burlington,  and  left  a  copy  of,"  &c.,  &c.,  that 
the  writ  was  retumed  and  a  judgment  thereon,  and  execution 
issued,  on  which  the  sheriff,  E.  D.  Mason,  made  return  that,  "  on 
"  diligent  search  throughout  his  precinct  he  could  not  find  either 
^  the  goods,  chattels  or  estate  of  the  defendant" 

Al.-o  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
attachment,  among  other  things,  the  defendant  had  a  quantity  of 
hay,  of  more  than  fifty  tons,  and  that  during  the  subsequent  winter 
it  was  mostly  if  not  all  fed  out  under  his  direction,  to  his  stock. 

Upon  this  evidence  the  defendant  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  was 
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not  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  of  Strong^ 
DoolMe  4"  Co,  V.  Adams.  The  defendant  also  insisted,  among 
other  things,  that  as  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  that  of  a  special 
owner  against  the  general  owner,  and  at  most  was  but  a  lien  for 
the  security  of  the  demand,  in  the  original  attachment  of  Strong, 
Doolittle  &  Co.,  that  in  order  to  perfect  that  lien,  the  officer  hav- 
ing the  execution  must  make  demand  of  the  property  attached,  or 
of  the  money,  and  probably  of  both  ;  but  the  court  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  of  Strong, 
Doolittle  &  Co.,  and  the  interest. 

The  court  found  from  the  evidence,  that  the  value  of  the  hay 
attached  and  fed  out  by  the  defendant,  as  before  stated,  much 
exceeded  the  amount  due  on  said  judgment  of  Strong,  Doolittle 
&  Co.,  against  the  defendant.     To  all  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant,  per  se, 

A  new  trial  in  this  case  ^vill  be  granted,  because  the  goods 
attached  were  not  legally  charged  in  execution,  and  the  lien  is 
lost.  The  attachment  was  made  by  ^)laintiff  Blodgett,  but  the 
execution  was  delivered  to  his  successor,  E.  D.  Mason,  and  no 
demand  made  of  any  one.  JSnos  v.  Brown,  1  D.  Chip.  280. 
Cflark  V.  Washburn,  9  Vt.  R.  302.    Ayer  v.  Jameson,  9  Vt.  R.  363. 

This  action  could  not  be  maintained  without  a  demand  upon  the 
defendant  for  the  goods  or  the  money. 

Goods  attached,  and  in  the  custody  of  the  owner,  by  the  consent 
or  license  of  the  officer,  are  the  subjects  of  contract,  but  not  of  tort. 

The  want  of  a  demand  is  not  excused  by  attempting  to  show  a 
conversion,  for  in  all  cases  the  use  is  a  lawful  act  in  the  owner, 
and  if  on  demand,  he  has  like  goods,  or  the  money  to  satisfy  the 
lien,  the  implied  undertaking  on  his  part  is  performed. 

Z.  E.  Chittenden  and  E.  J,  Phelps  for  plaintiff. 

The  destruction  of  the  attached  property  by  the  defendant,  was 
an  unlawful  conversion.  In  such  case  no  demand  is  necessary  in 
order  to  sustain  trover. 

No  other  point  is  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  which  does 
not  profess  to  set  forth  all  the  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff  recov- 
ered, but  only  such  as  arc  necessary  to  present  this  question,  being 
the  only  one  raised  at  the  trial. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoYCE,  Ch.  J.  The  case  involves  no  question  to  be  considered, 
except  in  relation  to  the  hay  sued  for,  though  other  property  was 
also  embraced  in  the  declaration.  The  plaintiff  acquired  a  special 
property  in  the  hay,  by  attaching  it  in  a  manner  authorized  by 
statute.  By  the  same  means  he  also  acquired  a  sufficient  posses- 
sion to  enable  him  to  support  trespass  or  trover  for  any  wrongful 
taking  or  conversion  of  it.  Lowrey  v.  Walker^  4  Vt.  76,  S.  C.  5 
Vt.  And  the  action  can  as  well  be  sustained  against  the  defend- 
ant in  the  attachment,  as  against  a  stranger.  The  statute  does  not 
imply  a  bailment  of  property  so  attached,  from  the  officer  to  the 
defendant,  in  the  process.  Such  defendant  can  only  interfere  by 
express  permission  of  the  officer,  or  to  secure  the  safety  and  pres- 
ervation of  the  property.  And  hence,  we  cannot  i\ccede  to  the 
proposition  urged  in  argument, — that  a  demand  upon  the  defendant 
was  requisite  to  perfect  the  cause  of  action.  He  was  not  connected 
by  any  privity  of  contract  with  the  plaintiff's  right,  but  must  be 
taken  to  have  acted  in  open  disregard  and  violation  of  it. 

But  the  defendant  being  the  general  owner,  whose  right  to  con- 
trol and  use  this  property  would  at  once  become  absolute  upon  a 
dissolution  of  the  lien  created  by  the  attachment,  he  could  not  be 
ultimately  subjected  on  account  of  the  property,  except  in  the 
event  that  the  lien  should  be  perfected.  The  property  must  have 
been  "  taken  in  execution,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
the  plaintiff  fixed  with  an  absolute  liability  in  favor  of  the  attach- 
ing creditors.  And  in  order  to  effect  this  after  the  plaintiff  had 
ceased  to  be  sheriff,  the  creditors  were  bound,  not  only  to  place 
their  execution  in  the  hands  of  a  proper  officer  within  thirty  days 
from  the  recovery  of  judgment,  but  to  cause  the  property  to  be 
demanded  of  the  plaintiff,  within  that  period,  by  the  officer  holding 
the  execution.  Enos  v.  Brown,  1  D.  Ch.  280,  Bliss  v.  Stevens,, 
4  Vt.  88.     Ayer  v.  Jameson,  9  Vt.  363. 

We  have  only  to  determine,  then,  how  the  case  is  to  be  under- 
stood and  treated,  with  reference  to  proof  at  the  trial,  of  this 
necessary  demand  upon  the  plaintiff.  A  ease  brought  into  this 
court  on  exceptions,  is  heard  and  decided  as  if  it  were  pending 
upon  a  writ  of  error.  And  unless  sufficient  appears  in  the  bill  ot" 
exceptions  to  convince  the  court  that  error  has  been  committed, 
the  judgment  excepted  to,  is  of  course  to  be  affirmed.  Error  is 
XXIV.  3 
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not  to  be  conjectured  for  the  purpose  of  reversing  a  judgment.  In 
accordance  with  this  rule,  when  the  evidence  detailed  or  referred 
to,  is  not  certified  to  have  been  all  the  evidence  upon  a  point,  we 
frequently  presume  that  other  and  sufficient  evidence  was  given. 
But  when  the  more  rational  and  probable  inference  is,  that  the 
case  presents  the  very  state  of  facts  or  evidence  on  which  the 
decision  was  based,  such  inference  will  not  be  controlled  by  any 
counter  presumption  in  aid  of  the  decision.  And  if  a  case  should 
happen  to  be  so  drawn  up  and  allowed,  as  to  furnish  such  an 
inference  contrary  to  the  true  state  of  the  evidence  on  trial,  the 
proper  course  would  require  an  amendment  of  the  case  before  a 
hearing  on  the  exceptions. 

It  is  stated  in  the  present  case,  that  when  the  plaintiff  had 
shown  his  attachment  of  the  hay, — the  recovery  of  judgment  by 
the  attaching  creditors, — the  delivery  of  their  execution  to  the 
new  sheriff  in  season  to  hold  the  property  attached, — and  a  general 
return  of  nuUa  bona  by  that  officer  upon  the  execution ; — the 
defendant  insisted  that,  "on  this  evidence,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  of  Strong, 
Doolittle  &  Co.  against  Adams  ;" — and  that  in  order  to  perfect  the 
lien  by  attachment,  "  the  officer  having  the  execution  must  make 
demand  of  the  property  attached,  or  of  the  money,  and  probably 
of  both."  The  case  proceeds  immediately  to  say, — "  But  the 
court  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  of  Strong,  Doolittle  &  Co.,  and  the  interest ;"  that  amount 
being  less  than  the  value  of  the  hay  taken  and  used  by  the  defend- 
ant. Now  it  is  possible  that  distinct  evidence  may  have  been 
given  at  the  trial,  to  prove  a  demand  upon  the  plaintiff.  But  we 
think  the  case,  upon  the  most  natural  and  obvious  construction  to 
be  given  to  it,  excludes  the  presumption  of  any  such  evidence. 
It  is  therefore  to  be  taken,  that  the  right  to  recover  was  adjudged 
to  be  established,  with  no  other  evidence  to  prove  the  demand, 
than  such  as  the  return  upon  the  execution  may  have  been  sup- 
posed to  afford.  That  return  imports  a  general  search  for  the 
debtor's  property,  but  furnishes  no  evidence,  as  we  consider,  of  the 
special  demand  upon  the  plaintiff,  which  was  indispensable.  The 
judgment  below  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for 
another  trial. 
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Horace  Ferris  v.  Joseph  Smith. 

Deputy  Sheriff]  in  qn  action  upon  a  receipt  for  property  attached^ 
a  competent  witness  to  prove  secuonoMe  demand  of  the  property. 
What  constitutes  a  record  of  his  deputation. 

In  an  action  upon  a  receipt  for  property  attached,  a  deputy  .sheriff,  to  whom  the 
execution  was  delivered,  is  a  competent  witness  to  testify  that  he  made  a  season- 
able demand  of  the  property  of  the  officer  who  made  the  attachment,  and  of  the 
receptor  of  the  property  so  attached. 

Where  a  deputy  sheriff,  on  the  first  day  of  December,  1S47,  tookithe  oath  of  office, 
and  left  his  deputation  and  oath  with  the  County  Clerk  for  record,  and.  paid  the 
Clerk  for  recording  the  same,  and  it  remained  in  the  County  Clerk's  office  until 
the  August  following,  and  the  Clerk  then  recorded  it  upon  a  book  in  his  office. 
BM,  that  though  the  record  was  perfected  at  a  subsequent  time,  constructively 
it  must  be  deemed  to  exist  from  the  time  the  instrument  was  lodged  for  record, 
and  that  the  officer  was  authorized  to  act  as  a  deputy'  sheriff,  and  had  competent 
authority  to  act  as  such,  from  the  time  he  so  left  his  deputation  bonajide  for  record. 

This  was  an  action  of 

Troteb  for  personal  property.     Plea,  the  general  issue  and 
trial  by  jury. 

The  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  an  officer's  receipt,  executed  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  property  described  in  the 
declaration,  and  also  the  record  of  a  suit  and  judgment,  in  Chitten- 
den County  Court,  in  favor  of  J.  &  J.  H.  Peck  &  Co.  against  one 
Benjamin  Wells,  recovered  at  the  September  term,  1847,  of  said 
court,  for  the  sum  of  $167,80  damages  and  costs,  and  proved  that 
the  property  in  question  was  attached  by  the  plaintiff,  as  sheriff  of 
Chittenden  County,  on  the  writ  in  said  suit,  as  the  property  of  the 
said  Wells  to  whom  it  belonged,  and  was  receipted  by  the  defend- 
ant, as  above  stated,  and  that  within  thirty  days  after  the  rendition 
of  said  judgment,  the  plaintiff  therein,  took  out  an  execution 
thereon,  in  due  form  of  law,  and  placed  the  same,  within  the  thirty 
days,  in  the  hands  of  L.  P.  Blodgett,  then  sheriff  of  said  county, 
for  collection,  by  whom  it  was  received ;  and  he  handed  it  for  col- 
lection to  one  J.  C.  Griffin,  then  acting  as  deputy  sheriff  under 
said  Blodgett.  The  plaintiff  then  called  said  Griffin,  as  a  witness, 
to  prove  a  demand  upon  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  of  the  prop- 
erty in  question,  upon  the  receipt  and  execution  within  thirty  days 
from  the  rendition  of  said  judgment. 
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The  defendant  objected  to  the  testimony  of  the  said  Griflin,  upon 
the  ground  of  interest,  as  he  was  the  person  to  make  the  demand. 
The  court  overruled  the  objection  and  admitted  the  testimony,  no 
facts  appearing  to  show  him  in  interest. 

The  testimony  of  the  said  Griffin  proved,  that  after  receiving 
the  said  execution  from  the  said  Blodgett  as  aforesaid,  and  within 
thirty  days  after  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  he  called  at  the 
house  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  demand  upon 
the  plaintiff  for  said  property,  but  found  the  plaintiff  absent  from 
home.  That  two  days  after,  he  received  the  said  receipt  by  mail, 
enclosed  in  a*  letter  from  the  son  of  the  plaintiff,  and  afterwards, 
within  thirty  days  from  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  and  on  the 
third  day  of  January,  1848,  he  made  a  demand  of  the  property  in 
question,  on  the  receii)t  from  the  defendant,  who  failed  and  refused 
to  deliver  any  part  of  it,  alledging  as  a  reason,  tlmt  he  had  none  of 
it  in  his  possession,  it  having  been  taken  away  and  disposed  of  by 
the  said  Wells.  And  that  after  such  demand  upon  the  defendant, 
and  within  the  thirty  days  after  the  rendition  of  said  judgment,  the 
said  Griffin  demanded  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  who  likewise 
failed  and  refused  to  deliver  it.  It  also  appeared  that  the  said 
execution  was  duly  returned  by  the  said  Griffin  within  its  lifetime, 
unsatisfied,  except  for  the  sum  of  $25,16  indorsed  thereon,  being 
the  proceeds  of  certain  other  property.  And  that  in  holding  and 
refuming  said  execution,  and  making  said  demands,  said  Griffin 
acted  as  deputy  sheriff  under  said  Blodgett. 

The  defendant  then  proved,  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
said  receipt,  the  whole  of  said  property  went  back  into  the  posses- 
sion of  said  Wells,  and  was  disposed  of  by  him,  and  that  the  said 
defendant  never  afterwards  had  possession  of  any  part  of  it,  that 
^luring  the  time  when  said  Griffin  held  said  execution,  and  made 
said  demands  upon  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  for  said  property, 
as  aforesaid,  neither  the  deputation  nor  oath  of  office  of  said  Grif- 
fin, as  deputy  sheriff  under  said  Blodgett  for  that  year,  had  been 
recorded  in  the  County  Clerk's  office,  or  by  the  County  Clerk  of 
said  County  of  Chittenden,  that  the  same  were  not  so  recorded 
•until  sometime  in  the  August  following,  though  said  deputation  had 
i)een  made  out  and  was  in  said  Clerk's  office  in  August,  1848;  that 
no  minute  was  made  on  said  deputation,  by  said  Clerk  or  other- 
wise, of  the  siune  being  left  for  record,  nor  was  any  other  minute 
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made  thereon,  except  the  words  "  Fees  paid^^  previdus  to  August, 
1848. 

The  plaintiff  recalled  the  said  J.  C.  Griffin,  who  testified  that 
said  deputation  was  made  out  and  the  oath  of  office  taken,  on  the 
first  day  of  December,  1847,  (being  the  day  of  said  Griffin's*  ap- 
pointment as  deputy  sheriff  as  aforesaid,)  that  said  deputation  was 
on  that  day  left  by  said  Griffin  with  said  clerk,  for  the  purpose  of 
being  recorded,  and  with  instructions  to  record  it,  that  the  fees  for 
recording  the  same  were  paid  by  him,  and  that  said  deputation 
had  remained  in  said  office  ever  since.  The  defendant  objected  to 
the  foregoing  testimony  of  the  said  Griffin  on  the  groiAid  of  interest. 
The  court  overruled  the  objection. 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  the  court  held  proforma^  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was 
taken.     Exceptions  by  the  defendant. 

2).  A*  SmaUey  for  defendant. 

This  case  presents  three  questions  for  the  decision  of  this  Court. 

1.  Was  Griffin  legal  deputy  sheriff  when  he  received  the  exe- 
cution from  Blodgett,  and  demanded  the  [)roT)crty  of  plaintiff  and 
of  the  defendant. 

The  statute  is  imperative  that  the  deputy  '*  before  he  proceeds 
**io  act,  shall  cause  to  be  recorded  liis  deputation  and  certificate  of 
"  his  oath  of  office,"  and  unless  he  does  so,  "his  official  acts  shall 
"  not  be  valid."     Gomp.  Laws,  Page  97,  Sec.  5. 

The  leaving  of  the  deputation  with  the  clerk,  and  paying  the 
fees,  can  in  no  sense  be  regarded  as  a  compliance  with  the  statute. 

The  matter  is  one  of  mere  statutory  regulation,  and  in  all  anal- 
agous  cases,  the  courts  in  this  State  have  held,  that  the  leaving 
the  paper  with  the  recording  officer,  and  his  filing  it  "  received 
for  record,"  was  insufficient  where  the  statute  required  a  record  to 
give  it  validity.  Burton  v.  Pond,  5  Day,  160.  Carpenter  v. 
Sawyer  et  al.,  17  Vt.  121.     Morton  S^  Clark  v.  Edwin,  19  Vt.  77. 

In  this  case  no  record  was  made  from  1st  December  to  August ; 
and  if  Griffin  could  legally  act  during  all  that  time,  it  is  not  nec- 
euary  that  a  record  should  ever  be  made. ' 

2.  If  Grifim  was  not  a  legal  deputy  sheriff,  he  had  no  author- 
ity to  collect  the  execution.  He  could  not  levy  it  on  any  property 
— nor  had  he  any  authority  to  demand  payment  upon  it  or  dis- 
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charge  it.  itis  demand  upon  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was 
nugatory.  He  has  no  authority  to  receive  the  property  or  dispose 
of  it,  to  satisfy  the  debt.  There  is  no  pretence  that  he  was  acting 
as  the  mere  private  agent  of  Blodgett,  the  sheriff.  He  was  acting 
entirely  in  his  supposed  official  capacity,  and  if  that  fails,  he  was 
acting  without  authoHty.  Bliss  v.  Stevens,  4  Vt,  88.  AUen  v. 
Cart^,  19  Vt.  65.     Chadmck  ^  Co.  v.  ZHvoU,  12  Vt.  499. 

3.  The  witness.  Griffin,  by  whom  the  plaintiff  proves  the  facts 
relied  upon  as  a  recording  of  the  deputation,  was  clearly  interested.' 
It  was  his  duty  to  cause  the  proper  record  to  be  made.     K  he  had 
not  done  so,  he  was  liable  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  consequent 
failure  of  this  suit. 

A  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  would  bar  that  liability,  and  be 
conclusive  evidence  in  his  favor; — and  that  judgment  was  obtained 
solely  upon  his  testimony. 

S.  Wires  and  W.  W.  Peck  for  plaintiff. 

1.  Griffin,  by  leaving  his  deputation  and  the  certificate  of  his 
oath  of  office  in  the  County  Clerk's  office,  with  the  County  Clerk, 
with  instructions  to  record  them,  and  the  recording  fees;  and  the 
latter  having  received  them  for  that  purpose,  "  caused  the  deputa- 
tion and  certificate  to  be  recorded"  within  the  Statute,  (Comp. 
Statutes,  ch.  13,  sec  5 ;)  and  became  thereby  an  officer  de  jure. 
Marhiry  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch.  137,  154  and  161.  Evans  v. 
Thomas,  2  Strange  833.  Jones  v.  Randall,  Cowp.  17.  Beals  v. 
Langstaff,  2  Wils.  317.  Baldwin  v.  Prouty,  13  Johns.  430. 
Blood  V.  MorriU,  17  Vt.  R.  598. 

2.  If  Griffin  was  not  an  officer  de  jure,  he  was  one  de  facto, 
and  his  acts  under  the  execution  were  valid  as  to  these  parties. 

V. ,  3  Bam.  &  Aid.  266.     People  v.  Collins,  7  Johns.  549. 

People  V.  WTiite,  24  Wen.  525.  People  v.  Stevens,  5  Hill,  629. 
People  V.  Hopson,  1  Denio.  574.  Tucker  v.  Aiken,  7  N.  Hamp. 
131.     Gregor  v.  Balch,  14  Vt.  R.  428. 

3.  J£  Griffin's  acts  cannot  be  treated  as  valid,  as  those  of  an 
officer,  he  may  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  sheriff  Blodgett, 
and  his  acts  as  those  of  the  sheriff  in  making  the  demand  under 
the  execution  and  receipt. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
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RoTCE,  Ch.  J.  Whether  trover  is  a  proper  form  of  action  upon 
the  facts  of  this  case,  has  not  been  made  a  question  in  the  argu- 
ment. That  it  would  lay  against  Wells,  the  debtor,  for  his  actual 
disposition  of  the  property,  cannot  be  doubted.  And  it  is  probably 
a  legitimate  conclusion  from  authority,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  a 
right  to  recover  in  any  form  of  action,  against  this  defendant,  he 
was  at  liberty  to  elect  between  trover  for  the  property,  and 
assumpsit  upon  the  defendant's  receipt: — that  the  surrender  of 
the  property  .to  Wells  being  unauthorized  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
made  at  the  defendant's  risk,  the  conversion  of  it  which  ensued 
was  properly  chargeable  upon  him. 

The  objection  to  the  competency  of  Griffin  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  is  answered  by  the  case  of  AUen  v.  Carty  etaL,ld  Vt  65. 

The  important  question  in  the  case,  is,  whether  Griffin  had 
authority  to  demand  the  property.  In  making  the  demand  upon 
the  defendant.  Griffin  could  doubtless  be  regarded  as  the  plaintiff's 
agent  for  that  purpose.  The  plaintiff,  or  those  acting  for  him  in 
his  absence,  sent  the  defendant's  receipt  to  Griffin,  expressly  to 
enable  him  to  pursue  and  demand  the  property  upon  it.  By  the 
terms  of  that  receipt  the  defendant  had  undertaken  to  return  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff,  or  the  bearer  of  the  receipt,  on  demand. 
The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  await  the  issuing  of  execution  or 
the  recovery  of  judgment,  by  the  attaching  creditors  against  Wells, 
but  could  lawfully  demand  a  return  of  the  property  at  any  time. 
And  as  he  could  do  this  without  legal  process,  so  he  could  make 
the  demand  in  person,  or  by  any  private  agent  entrusted  with  the 
receipt  for  the  purpose  of  making  it.  It  is  true  that  Griffin  pro- 
fessed to  act  in  the  matter  as  deputy  sheriff;  but  if  he  had  not  the 
authority  of  that  office,  the  law  would  sooner  refer  his  act  to  another 
right  or  capacity  which  might  render  it  effectual,  than  suffer  it  to 
be  unavailing  and  nugatory. 

And  perhaps  upon  similar  considerations  the  demand  upon  the 
plaintiff  could  also  be  sustained,  by  treating  Griffin  as  having  made 
it  in  the  character  of  a  mere  agent  or  servant  of  Blodgett,  the 
sheriff.  But  the  argument  has  been  mainly  directed  to  the  queff^ 
tion  of  Griffin's  authority  as  a  deputy  sheriff;  and  we  think  the 
validity  of  the  demand  (on  the  plaintiff  especially,)  more  properly 
depends  upon  that  question. 

As  he  had  been  appointed  to  the  office,  and  had  for  some  time 
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assumed  to  discharge  the  duties  of  it,  he  would  on  common  prin- 
ciples, be  regarded  as  at  least  an  officer  de  facto ,  whose  acts  would 
be  valid  as  between  these  parties.  Hex  v.  Lisle,  2  Str.  1090. 
McGregor  v.  Balch,  14  Vt.  428.  By  the  statute,  however,  it  is 
not  enough  that  a  sheriff's  deputy  be  appointed,  commissioned  and 
sworn  ; — another  requisite  is  added, — that  before  he  proceeds  to 
act,  he  cause  to  be  recorded  his  deputation  and  the  certificate  of 
his  oath  of  office.  Until  this  is  done,  it  is  expressly  enacted  that 
"  his  official  acts  shall  not  be  valid."  And  to  hold  that  without  a 
compliance  with  this  requisition,  the  official  acts  of  the  deputy  are 
available  between  third  persons,  as  being  those  of  an  officer  de 
factOj  would  bie  to  annul  this  enactment  in  a  great  majority  of  the 
cases  to  which  its  terms  are  applicable.  We  must  therefore  re- 
gard the  enactment  as  having  been  purposely  interposed  in  the 
case  of  a  deputy  sheriff  thus  situated,  to  prevent  any  such  construc- 
tion in  support  of  his  acts  in  that  character. 

It  remains  to  be  determined  whether  the  deputation  and  certifi- 
cate were  seasonably  recorded.  For  the  defendant  it  is  claimed, 
that  nothing  short  of  a  full  enrollment  in  the  County  Clerk's  book 
of  records  could  have  any  effect  under  the  statute.  The  plaintiff 
insists,  that  by  lodging  the  papers  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  to  be 
recorded,  and  paying  the  fees  for  recording,  Griffin  became  quali- 
fied to  act  officially ;  and  that  the  record  afterwards  made,  took 
effect  by  relation  from  the  time  of  so  lodging  the  papers  for  record. 
The  distinction  is  between  those  cases  where  the  record  is  made 
essential  in  working  a  transmission  of  title,  or  in  creating  or  defeat- 
ing a  right,  and  those  where  it  is  required  for  the  purpose  of  public 
notice.  In  cases  of  the  former  class, —  as  the  levy  of  an  execution 
upon  real  estate,  nothing  is  effectually  accomplished,  until  the 
necessary  records  are  completed.  Morton  Sf  Clark  v.  Edicin,  19 
Vt.  77.  But  in  those  of  the  latter  class,  where  the  title  is  passed, 
or  the  right  acquired,  by  act  of  the  parties,  as  in  the  conveyance 
of  real  estate  by  deed,  thouji^  0-  jrecftri  is  necessary,  in  order  to 
give  full  effect  Jo  ♦^IS' transaction  for  collateral  purposes,  it  is  made 
"Sfir  ailte  medium  of  general  notice.  And  as  a  public  recording 
office  is  a  place  where  all  persons  have  the  right  to  apply  for 
information,  as  well  in  regard  to  instruments  lodged  there  for 
record,  as  to  the  records  already  made,  the  act  of  a  party  in  lodg- 
ing the  evidence  of  his  title  in  such  an  office,  for  the  bona  fide 
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purpose  of  having  it  recorded  without  delay,  and  the  reception  of 
it  by  the  recording  officer  for  the  same  purpose,  are  held  to  ope- 
rate like  the  record  itself,  as  notice  to  third  persons.  In  other 
words,  the  deed  or  instrument  thus  deposited  and  received,  is 
deemed  to  be  of  record,  or  recorded.  Marhury  v.  Madison,  1  U. 
S.  Cond.  R.  273-4.  This  is  on  condition,  to  be  sure,  that  a  full 
and  proper  record  be  ultimately  made,  and  that  the  party  shall  in 
no  way  interfere  to  prevent  or  delay  the  making  it.  Sawyer  Sf 
Rogers  v.  Adams,  8  Vt.  172.  Now  it  is  certain  that  Griffin 
became  fully  invested  with  his  office  by  the  concurrent  acts  of  the 
sheriff  and  himself.  Marhury  v.  Madison,  %U  supra.  The  record 
enjoined  by  statute  had  no  efficacy  in  creating  or  conferring  it. 
And  the  only  object  of  the  statutory  provision  was,  to  furnish  to 
the  public  timely  and  incontestable  evidence  or  notice  of  his 
appointment  and  authority  to  act.  The  reasons  for  the  enactment 
with  such  a  purpose  in  view,  are  strong  and  obvious ;  for  it  deeply 
concerns  the  pubUc  to  know  who  are  empowered  to  act  as  execu- 
tive officers,  and  for  whose  acts  in  such  a  capacity  the  sheriff  of 
the  county  is  responsible.  But  notice  being  the  whole  object  of 
the  requirement,  we  consider  that  this  case  is  evidently  to  be 
ranked  in  the  second  class  before  mentioned,  where  the  record, 
though  perfected  at  a  subsequent  period,  is  constructively  deemed 
to  exist  from  the  time  of  lodging  the  instrument  for  record-  It 
follows,  that  at  the  time  of  demanding  the  property  in  this  instance, 
Griffin  was  authorized  to  act  as  a  deputy  sheriff,  and  had  compe- 
tent authority  to  make  the  demand. 

Judgment  of  the  county  court  affirmed. 


Rutland  &  Burlington  R.  R.  Co.  r.  Morton  Cole. 

Promissory  note.    Beneficially  interested,  can  sue.   Parol  evidence. 

Declaration, 

It  is  now  regarded  as  settled  law  in  this  State,  that  a  person  beneficially  interested 
in  a  simple  contract,  or  in  a  promissory  note,  may  sue  and  sustain  an  action  in 
his  own  name,  upon  the  same. 

And  where  C,  for  assessments  upon  stock  in  the  Rutland  &  Burlington  R.  B.  Co., 
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gave  his  note,  "  for  value  received  payable  to  the  order  of  Samuel  Henshaw, 
treasurer,  &c."  It  was  held,  that  the  plaintifis  might,  by  parol  evidence,  show 
that  they  are  the  persons  from  whom  the  consideration  moved,  and  to  whotn  the 
note  was  in  fact  given. 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  an  action  might  be  sustained  upon  the  note  in  the  name 
of  the  Corporation. 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  in  declaring  upon  the  note,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  aUedge  in  their  declaration,  that  the  note  was  made  payable  to  them, 
by  tiie  name  of  their  treasurer. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note.  Plea,  the  general  issue, 
and  trial  by  the  court,  September  Term,  1851, —  Poland,  J., 
presiding. 

On  trial,  the  plaintiffs  gave  in  evidence  the  note  declared  upon, 
signed  by  the  defendant,  and  dated,  October  15,  1849,  and  which 
was  in  these  words, — "  Tbree  months  after  date,  for  value  received 
I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  Samuel  Henshaw,  treasurer,  &c. 
three  hundred  dollars,  at  the  Farmers  and  Mechanics  Bank,  with 
interest"  The  plaintiffs  also  proved  that  Samuel  Henshaw  was 
treasurer  of  said ,  corporation,  and  that  said  note  was  given  for 
assessments  upon  shares,  in  said  company,  owned  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  said  company  had  been  accustomed  to  take  notes 
payable  to  the  treasurer,  for  assessments  on  the  stock. 

The  defendant  objected  to  the  evidence  to  prove  the  facts  above 
stated,  also  to  the  note,  and  insisted  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not 
recover.  1.  Because  there  is  a  variance  between  the  note  and  the 
declaration.  2.  That  the  action  could  not  be  sustained,  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  said  note. 

The  court  overruled  the  objections,  and  rendered  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  amount  of  said  note.  Exceptions  by 
defendant. 

Peck  Sf  Ballet/  for  defendant. 

The  action  is  improperly  brought  and  cannot  be  sustained  in 
the  name  of  the  plaintiffs — the  legal  interest  being  in  Henshaw — 
on  the  face  of  the  note  the  addition  of  the  word  treasurer  to  the 
name  of  the  person  does  not  vary  the  construction  of  the  note,  as  it 
does  not  appear  of  what  person,  company,  or  corporation  he  is 
treasurer;  therefore,  Henshaw,  and  Henshaw  alone  can  sue,  and 
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parol  testimonj  tending  to  show  the  interest  in  the  plaintiffs,  was 
improperly  admitted. 

It  is  a  well  established  principle  of  commercial  law,  that  the 
legal  interest  in  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  is,  in  the 
party  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  consequently  in 
him  the  sole  right  to  sue. 

The  general  current  of  authorities  is,  that  where  the  principal 
and  agent  are  both  named  in  the  instrument,  the  action  must  be 
in  the  name  of  the  agent,  and  the  cases  are  uniform  in  England 
and  in  the  several  states,  that  where  the  agent  is  named  with  the 
simple  addition  of  his  agency,  trust,  or  office,  and  the  principal  not 
named,  the  action  can  be  brought  only  in  the  name  of  the  agent  or 
person  named  in  the  body  of  the  instrument,  and  the  principal 
cannot  be  introduced  as  a  party  by  parol  evidence.  Contracts 
under  seal,  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes  are  subject  to 
this  rule,  while  in  simple  contracts,  made  by  or  in  the  name  of  an 
agent,  a  different  rule  in  some  cases  applies  when  the  principal  is 
discovered.  It  is  important  that  in  cases  of  negotiable  paper  the 
parties  should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument.  CramUng^ 
ion  V.  JBvant,  1  Shower  R.  4.  2  Ventris,  307.  Barker  v.  Meek. 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Wendall  R.  94.  Van  Ness  v.  Forrest,  8  Cranch,  30. 
BiUs  V.  Bannister,  8  Cowen  R.  31.  Hunt  v.  Van  Alstyene,  25 
Wend.  R.  601.  Buffum  v.  Ghadvnch,  8  Mass.  R.  103.  Bank  U.  S. 
V.  Lyman  ^  Etal,  20  Vt  R.  666.  Vt.  Cm.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Clayes, 
21  Vt.  R.  30. 

In  the  case  of  Manchester  v.  Slason,  13  Vt.  334,  the  note  upon 
which  the  suit  was  brought  was  payable  to  the  order  of  the  defend- 
ant, (Slason)  and  by  the  defendant  indorsed  in  blank  to  the  plain- 
tiffs and  filled  up — ^'^pay  to  M.  Clark,  Esq.,  Cashier," — and  the 
court  held  the  action  well  brought  in  the  name  of  the  Bank  citing 
in  support  of  their  opinion ;  the  case  of  Farmers  4"  Mechanics 
Bank  v.  Day,  13  Vt  36,  in  which  the  point  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  raised.  The  note  having  been  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs  in 
blank,  and  thus  the  property  in  the  note  in  them,  it  was  competent 
for  them  to  fill  up  the  indorsement  to  themselves,  or  having  filled 
it  up,  to  the  Cashier  to  strike  out  this  part  of  the  indorsement  and 
fill  it  up  to  the  Bank. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  indorsements  which  may  be 
stricken  out  and  fiUed  up  on  trial,  according  to  the  fact  and  cases 
arising  upon  the  face  of  the  note  or  bill. 
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In  Middlehury  v.  Casey  6  Vt.  165,  the  note  was  given  to  the 
selectmen  of  the  town  and  it  was  there  decided,  that  the  action  was 
rightly  brought  in  the  name  of  the  town.  The  court  put  the  case 
upon  the  ground  that  the  Statute  of  1817,  gave  the  right  of  action 
to  the  town,  and  by  force  of  this  Statute  the  action  was  rightly 
brought  in  its  name.  Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  selectmen  were 
named  in  the  note,  except  by  their  oflSce. 

The  earliest  case  upon  this  subject  in  this  State,  is  the  case  of 
Arlington  v.  Hinds,  1  D.  Chip.  431.  This  it  must  be  admitted,  is 
no  authority  for  this  case  at  bar,  differing  from  it,  as  it  does  in 
three  very  important  respects. 

1.  The  note  in  this  last  case  was  payable  to  "  Luther  Stone, 
town  treasurer,  or  his  successors  in  office."  By  the  Statute  of  1817, 
all  actions  given  by  law  to  certain  officers  of  town,  among  which 
is  the  treasurer,  were  to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  town.  • 

2.  The  court  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  at  that  time  the 
law  merchant  was  not  in  force  in  this  State  as  applicable  to  prom- 
issory notes,  but  that  they  stood  upon  the  same  basis  as  simple 
contracts,  concerning  which  contracts,  promising  none  of  the  nego- 
tiable character  that  belongs  to  promissory  notes,  a  different  rule 
has  been  applied.  The  difference  in  the  rule  obviously  depending 
upon  the  different  character  of  the  instrument,  but  •  it  has  been 
subsequently  decided  in  this  State,  that  the  law  merchant  is  appli- 
cable to  promissory  notes. 

3.  The  court  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  note  being 
dated  at  Arlington^  and  payable  to  "  Luther  Stone,  town  treasurer, 
or  his  successors  in  office,"  it  thereby  indicated  the  town  of  which 
Stone  was  treasurer,  and  thus  disclosed  the  name  of  the  principal^ 
and  that  it  was  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  payable  in  terms  to 
Lather  Stone,  town  treasurer  of  Arlington^  and  thus  the  legal 
interest  upon  the  face  of  the  note  in  the  town  of  Arlington. 

Even  if  parol  evidence  is  in  any  case  admissible,  it  cannot  in 
this  case,  vary  or  control  the  note.  K  an  individual  or  firm  are 
in  the  practice  of  taking  notes  in  the  name  of  a  clerk,  it  can  be 
sued  only  in  the  name  of  such  clerk,  and  it  makes  no  difference 
that  the  word  clerk  is  added  to  the  name,  of  such  paper.  The 
parol  evidence  in  this  case  only  shows  that  it  is  not  a  case  of  a  mis- 
nomer, as  it  shows  the  note  was  so  taken  by  design  and  payable  to 
a  real  party.  ' 
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There  is  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  note  offered 
in  support  of  it.  The  note  is  payable  to  Samuel  Henshaw,  and 
the  declaration  declares  upon  the  note  payable  to  the  Rutland  and 
Burlington  Rail  Road  Company.  If  an  action  can  be  sustained  in 
the  name  of  the  plaintiffs  it  can  only  be  by  declaring  on  the  note 
as  payable  to  Rutland  and  Burlington  Rail  Road  Company,  by  the 
name  of  Samuel  Henshaw,  treasurer,  treating  it  as  a  misnomer, 
but  the  evidence  sKows  it  is  not  a  case  of  misnomer,  as  the  note 
was  taken  payable,  by  design,  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  their 
direction. 

D.  A,  SmaUey  for  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs'  right  to  recover  is  resisted  on  the  ground,  the 
corporation  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract,  and  cannot  maintain  the 
action. 

This  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle  from  the  previous 
decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  in  the  cases  of  Arling- 
ton V.  IRndSy  1  D.  Chip.  Rep.  431.  Wkitelaw,  Treasurer  of  Pas- 
sumpsic  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Cahoon,  1  D.  Ch.  295.  Farmers  4*  -^- 
chantcs  Bank  v.  Da^y  13  Vt.  36,  and  Bank  of  Manchester  v. 
Slason,  13  Vt.  334. 

In  the  case  of  Arlington  v.  Binds,  the  note  was  made  payable 
to  Luther  Stone,  town  treasurer,  or  his  successors  in  office, —  and 
it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  that  Stone 
was  treasurer  of  Arlington,  and  that  the  consideration  moved 
from, — and  that  the  action  was  well  brought,  in  the  name  of  the 
town.  In  the  case  of  Whitelaw^  Treasurer,  S^c,  Chipman,  Ch.  J. 
held  that  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation  could  not  maintain  an 
action  in  his  own  name,  on  a  contract  made  in  the  name  of  such 
treasurer, — but  must  be  brought  by  the  Company  in  their  corpo- 
rate name.  The  case  of  the  Farmers  Sf  Mechanics  Bank  v.  Day, 
was  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  indorsed  by 
defendant  Day  to  "  C.  F.  Warner,  Cashier,  or  order."  Parol 
evidence  was  admitted  by  the  court,  to  show  that  Warner  was 
cashier  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  action  was  properly  brought  by 
the  corporation.  And  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Manchester  v.  Sla- 
son,  was  also  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange, 
indorsed  in  blank,  and  filled  up  thus  :-^"  pay  to  M.  Clark,  Esq., 
Cashier."     Parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  Clark  was 
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cashier  of  the  bank,  that  it  was  the  uniform  mode  of  indorsing 
paper  to  banks. 

Henshaw  was  a  mere  agent  of  the  corporation  and  had  no  ben- 
eficial interest  in  the  note.  The  consideration  moved  from  the 
company  to  the  defendant,  and  he  knew  at  the  time  that  he  was 
not  dealing  with  Henshaw  in  individual  capacity.  The  defendant 
being  a  member  of  the  corporation  was  bound  to  know  their  custom 
of  taking  notes. 

In  the  case  of  the  Vt.  C.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Clayes,  21  Vt.  Rep.  12, 
30,  the  same  principle  adjudged  in  the  above  cases  was  recognized 
by  the  court. 

The  defendant  relies  upon  the  case  of  the  U.  S.  Bank  v.  Lyman 
et  al,  20  Vt.  666,  decided  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
by  Judge  Prentiss,  wherein  it  was  held  that  the  bank  could  not 
recover  upon  a  promissory  note,  executed  by  defendants  and  made 
payable  to  "  Samuel  Jaudon,  Esq.,  Cashier,  or  order,"  upon  a  debt 
due  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  Jaudon  was  their  cashier,  acting  merely 
as  agent  for  them  in  taking  the  note,  and  had  no  interest  in  it 
whatever. 

That  case,  perhaps,  militates  against  the  rule  established  by  the 
State  Court ;  but  the  decisions  of  our  own  courts  which  have  been 
80  long  established  and  adhered  to,  should  be  held  conclusive  of 
the  rule  of  the  common  law  of  this  State. 

By  the  Court.  This  is  an  action  for  a  promissory  note,  made 
payable  to  Samuel  Henshaw,  Treasurer,  &c.  And  upon  the  trial, 
the  plaintiffs  gave  parol  evidence  to  show  that  Henshaw  was  at 
the  time  treasurer  of  their  company,  and  that  the  debt  for  which  it 
was  given  was  theirs.  The  only  question  in  the  case  is,  whether 
upon  this  proof,  it  is  competent  for  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  the 
action  in  their  own  name. 

The  very  able  argument  addressed  to  us  on  behalf  of  defendant 
would  abundantly  satisfy  us,  if  we  had  entertained  doubts,  that  by 
the  general  commercial  law  of  most  countries,  where  the  common 
law  of  England  prevails,  a  promissory  note,  like  the  present,  must 
be  sued  in  the  name  of  Henshaw.  That  is  the  result  of  the  very 
learned  opinion  of  Justice  Prentiss,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  Bank  of  the  U,  S.  v.  Lyman  et  al,^  20  Vt.  R. 

But  in  this  State,  since  the  case  of  Arlington  v.  Hinds,  1  D. 
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Chip.,  a  different  rule  has  prevailed,  and  has  been  constantly  prac- 
ticed upon  and  repeatedly  recognized,  by  the  courts  of  the  State,  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  be  regarded  as  the  settled  law  of  the  Stat€. 
This  being  the  case,  we  should  not  feel  justified  in  changing  the 
same,  by  a  mere  arbitrary  determination  of  this  court,  unless  some 
important  end  of  justice  was  thereby  to  be  subserved.  And  we 
cannot  perceive  how  it  can  be  of  much  importance,  whether  a 
promissory  note,  before  indorsement,  follows  the  rule  of  other  sim- 
ple contracts,  as  to  the  right  of  action,  or  is  restrained  to  that  which 
obtains  in  the  case  of  specialties.  For  all  practical  purposes  a 
promissory  note,  before  it  is  negotiated,  is  a  simple  contract  debt,  and 
although  it  imparts  a  consideration,  it  is  open  to  proof,  that  none 
in  fact  existed,  which  is  not  the  case  of  a  specialty.  And  if  the 
defendant  is  allowed  to  defeat  the  recovery,  by  showing  that  no 
consideration  passed,  we  see  no  very  serious  objections  to  allowing 
the  plaintiffs,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  to  show  that  they  are  the 
persons  from  whom  the  consideration  moved,  and  to  whom  the 
note  was  in  fact  given. 

From  the  case  of  Binney  Sf  Broadhea4  ▼•  PlunUet/,  5  Vt.  R. 
500, 1  should  infer  that  a  suit  might  also  be  maintained  in  the 
name  of  the  person  to  whom  the  note  is  in  terms  made  payable. 
But  it  is  clearly  settled  that  the  person  beneficially  interested  may 
sue  upon  simple  contract ;  and  Arlington  v.  Hinds,  puts  promis- 
sory notes  on  the  same  ground.  We  do  not  think  it  is  important 
to  alledge  in  the  declaration,  that  the  note  was  made  payable  to 
the  plaintiffs  by  the  name  of  their  treasurer,  although  that  is  per- 
haps the  more  common  form  of  declaring,  and  said  to  be  more  for- 
mal and  technical.  But  certainly  not  indispensable  after  judg- 
ment, if  indeed  it  would  be  even  upon  special  demurrer,  which  I 
should  seriously  question.  Bailey  v.  Onondago  Ins,  Co,,  6  Hill, 
476. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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William  Shepherd  v.  jERE>fiAH  Beede  &  Wm.  P.  Briggs, 

Trustee. 

Book  Account.    Jurisdiction,     Motion  to  dismiss.     Statute. 

The  Statute,  defining  and  limiting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  Courts  in  this 
State,  in  the  action  of  Book  Account,  has  reference  to  the  deiil  side  of  the  book, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  if  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  nt  that 
time,  no  subsequent  act  or  dealings  between  the  parties,  will  confer  jurisdiction. 

Chapter  89,  and  Sec.  9,  of  the  Compiled  Statutes  of  1S50,  directing  the  Auditor 
to  examine  and  adjust  the  accounts  of  the  parties,  to  the  time  of  making  up  the 
report,  has  reference  to  cases  commenced  before  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of 
tlie  case  at  the  time  the  suit  is  conunenced. 

If  the  case  is  not  witliin  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  the  same  will,  on  motion,  be  dismissed  in  any  stage  of  the 
proceedings. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
County  Court,  and  an  Auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported,  with 
other  facts,  the  following : 

The  debit  side  of  the  plaintiff's  book,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  was  less  than  one  hundred  dollars.  The 
defendant  moved  that  the  action  be  dismissed,  for  the  reason  that 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  same.  The  County  Court, 
September  Term,  1851,  Poland,  J.,  presiding,  dismissed  the 
action  for  want  of  jurisdiction.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

A.  B,  Maynard  for  plaintiff. 

W,  P.  Briggs  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  question  in  this  case  arises  on  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss. The  action  was  on  Book  Account,  and  was  commenced 
originally  before  the  County  Court  From  the  report  of  the  Au- 
ditor, we  ascertain  that  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  debt- 
or side  of  the  plaintiff's  book  was  less  than  one  hundred  dollars. 
But  at  the  hearing  before  the  Auditor,  the  account  had  been  in- 
creased by  the  payment  of  the  money  charged  in  the  last  item  of 
the  account.     So  that  the  question  arises,  whether  the  jurisdiction 
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of  the  court  before  which  the  suit  is  commenced,  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  state  of  the  account  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit>  <>r  at  the  hearing  before  the  Auditor. 

Jurisdiction  is  given  by  the  Compiled  Statutes,  233,  Sees.  20 
and  21,  to  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in  actions  on  book,  when  the 
matter  in  demand  does  not  exceed  one  hundred  dollars,  and  this 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  debtor  side  of  the  plaintiff's  book. 
Original  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  County  Court  only  when  it 
exceeds  that  amount.  When  this  suit  was  commenced,  the  sub- 
ject matter  was  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Justice, 
and  no  facts  existed  that  would  at  that  time  enable  the  County 
Court  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  The  Statute  defining* 
and  limiting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  courts  in  this  State  im 
this  form  of  action,  has  reference  to  the  debit  side  of  the  book  at 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  if  the  court  had  not  jurisdic- 
tion at  that  tim^,  no  subsequent  act  or  dealings  between  Idie  par- 
ties will  confer  it 

The  9th  Sec.  of  the  act,  page  290  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  di- 
recting the  Auditor  to  examine  and  adjust  the  accouoite  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  time  of  making  up  the  report,  has  reference  to  cases 
conmienced  before  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  case ;  and 
was  intended,  either  to  introduce  the  same  principle  which  pre- 
vails in  adjusting  accounts  before  auditors,  in  the  common  law  ac- 
tion  of  accounts,  or  to  Qonfer  a  right  which  did  not  exist  in  other 
actions,  in  adjudicating  claims  that  arose  after  the  commencement 
of  the  suit.  If  in  this  case  the  debit  side  of  the  plaintiff's  book 
had  exceeded  one  hundred  dollars  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  the  last  item  of  charge  could  have  been  adjusted  by  the  Au- 
ditor under  that  provision  of  the  act..  But  as  no  claim  at  that 
time  had  accrued,  for  the  money  paid,  and  no  right  to  charge  the 
same  on  book,  existed,  it  could  not  enter  into  any  computation  in 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  matter  in  demand,  or  the  amount 
of  the  debit  side  of  the  plaintiff's  book,  and  should  not  for  that 
reason  have  any  effect  in  determining  the  original  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  before  which  the  suit  should  be  commenced. 

The  rule  applied  to  other  forms  of  action,  has  equal  applica- 
tion to  this.  That  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  must  be  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  at  the  time  of  its  commencement,  or 
the  same  will,  on  motion,,  be  dismissed  in  any  stage  of  the  pro-^ 
xxrv.  4 
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ceedings,  as  80on  as  discovered.  3  Vt  Up.  320,  Southvnck  et  aL 
V.  MurriU.     13  Vt  Up.  175,  Staughton  v.  Afott. 

In  the  case  of  WithereU  et  al.  v.  Bvarts,  17  Vt  Up.  219,  it  was 
held  hj  this  court  that  a  suit  could  not  he  commenced  originally 
in  the  county  court  where  the  whol^  account  of  the  plaintiff  ac- 
crued subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  prior 
to  the  hearing  before  the  Auditor.  And  that  principle,  it  would 
seem  mu3t  be  conclusive  in  this  case.  For  there  is  no  more  right 
to  call  upon  the  defendant  to  account  before  the  county  court  in  this 
case,  than  there  was  in  that,  when  the  suit  was  commenced,  and  if 
that  right  did  not  then  exist,  the  action  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 


William  E.  Lawrence  v.  Leverett  B.  Englesby. 

Orders  and  Decrees  of  the  Probate  Court  conclusive,  when  acting 
within  their  jurisdiction.    Petition,     Pleas  in  bar. 

The  orders  and  decrees  of  the  probate  court,  when  acting  within  the  sphere  of 
their  jurisdiction,  are  as  conclusive  as  the  orders  and  decrees  of  any  other  court 
acting  within  their  jurisdiction;  and  the  Supreme  Court  cannot,  in  a  collateral 
manner,  review  the  correctness  or  propriety  of 'the  decrees,  or  of  any  matter 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court. 

And  upon  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  an  administrator,  for  causes  that  existed 
to  the  same  extent  when  the  decree  was  made,  as  they  did  at  the  time  the  peti- 
tion was  brought, — the  administrator  pleads  ttie  decree  of  the  probate  court  in 
bar  to  the  petition,  and  on  demurrer,  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  was  suflScient. 

And  also,  upon  those  in  interest  having  neglected  and  waived  an  appeal  from  the 
decree  appomting  the  administrator,  it  was  held,  that  the  whole  matter  of  the 
petition  had  become  abjudicated,  and  all  interested  thereby  concluded. 

This  was  an 

Appeal  from  the  Probate  Court.  The  petition  set  forth,  that 
one  Mary  Lawrence  died  at  Burlington,  on  the  24th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1850,  intestate,  and  leaving  estate  to  be  administered 
upon ;  that  thirty  days  next  after  the  death  of  the  said  Mary  hath 
not  yet  elapsed;    the  petitioner,  as  matter  of  right,  applies  to  the 
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8iud  ooart,  to  be  himself  appointed  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
the  said  Marj,  deceased. 

That  one  Leverett  B.  Englesbj  claims  to  be  administrator  of 
the  said  estate,  and  that  he  Jiath  not  been  legally  and  properly 
appointed ;  that  he  is  not  one  of  the  next  of  kin  to  said  deceased, 
and  that  he  hath  not  been  recommended  to  such  appointment  by 
the  next  of  kin. 

That  said  Leverett  B.,  is  the  son  of  Ebenezer  T.  Englesby,  of 
said  Burlington,  who  had  in  his  possession  and  control,  for  many 
years  past,  as  trustee  of  said  deceased,  a  large  amount  of  money, 
for  which  said  Ebenezer  T.  Englesby  should  be  called  to  an  ac- 
count. 

That  said  Leverett  B.,  hath  himself,  for  some  time  past,  been 
trustee  or  guardian  of  the  said  deceased,  and  hath  had  a  large 
amount  of  money  in  his  hands,  for  which  he,  the  said  Leverett  B., 
ought  to  account,  but  hath  not.  Wherefore,  the  petition  says  that 
said  Leverett  B.  is  an  improper  person  to  be  and  have  the  admin- 
istration of  the  estate  of  the  said  deceased,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  three  several  pleas  in  bar. 

In  the  first  plea,  the  defendant  set  forth  that  his  appointment  as 
administrator,  was  made  at  the  request  of  Charges  Mahoney,  Ira 
E.  Lawrence,  and  David  Lawrence ;  three  of  the  children,  heirs,  and 
next  of  kin  of  the  said  Mary,  deceased,  and  that  the  said  Mary 
had  but  four  children  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  and  that  no  ap- 
peal was  taken  from  the  order  of  said  probate  court,  so  making  such 
appointment  of  said  Englesby  administrator  as  aforesaid,  by  said 
William  R.  Lawrence,  or  any  other  person,  &c. 

The  second  plea  set  forth,  that  said  William  R.  Lawrence  htis 
sold,  transferred  and  assigned  all  claim,  right,  title  and  interest, 
which  he,  the  said  William  R.,  had  in  and  to  the  said  estate,  real, 
personal  and  mixed,  to  one  John  Patch,  and  that  said  Patch  now 
claims  the  same,  and  has  notified  the  said  Englesby  that  he  is 
owner,  &c 

The  third  plea  set  forth,  that  said  William  R.  Lawrence  is  en- 
tirely insolvent  as  to  property,  and  is  an  unfit  person  to  take  charge 
and  have  the  management  of  the  said  estate,  &c. 

To  these  pleas,  the  plaintiff  demurredt 

The  county  court,  September  term,  1851, — Poland,  J.,  pre- 
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siding, — adjudged  the  said  pleas  in  bar,  to  be  sufficient,  and  dis- 
missed the  petition  with  costs.     Exceptions  by  the  plaintiff. 

C.  JRtLSseU  for  plaintiff. 

1.  The  petitioner  was  in  law,  enfitled  to  the  administration  of 
the  estate,  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin  to  the  intestate,  he  having 
mad»  his  application  within  tlurty  days  next  after  the  death  of  the 
intestate.     Compiled  Statutes  of  1850,  Chapter  50,  Sec  4. 

2.  The  petitioner,  to  secure  his  statute  rights,  was  not  bound  to 
take  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  probate  court  appointing  the 
defendant  administrator.  Such  appointment  did  not  take  away 
the  petitioner's  legal  right  to  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased.  And  a  grant  of  administration  to  the  petitioner  would 
of  itself  have  vacated,  or  superseded  tlie  irregular  and  premature 
appointment  of  the  defendant. 

L.  B,  EngUshy  and  D,  A.  SmaUey  for  defendant. 

1.  There  was  no  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  probate  court 
appointing  Englesby  administrator,  and  therefore  the  appointment 
is  conclusive ;  and  if  improper,  can  only  be  avoided,  if  at  all,  by 
appeal  from  the  decree  appointing.  Compiled  Statutes  of  1850, 
Chap.  47,  Sec.  28.  12  Mod.  G18.  Harvard  CoU.  v.  Amary,  9 
Pick.  44G,  6  N.  H.  116,  and  cases  cited. 

2.  Englesby  was  appointed  at  the  request  of  a  majority  of  the 
next  of  kin ;  and  whether  suitable  or  not,  was  a  matter  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  probate  court,  and  cannot  be  enquired  of  here. 
The  petition  of  the  party  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  the 
statements  therein  contained.  The  request  of  the  majority  of  in- 
terests must  govern.  Toller  on  Ex.  89.  2  Kent  Com.  410. 
Taylor  v.  Delaney,  2,  C.  C,  142. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsiiAM,  J.  The  demurrer  in  this  case  extends  to  the  two  first, 
and  so  much  of  the  third  plea  in  bar,  as  relates  to  the  insolvency 
of  the  petitioner.  Our  attention,  however,  has  been  directed  only 
to  the  first  plea,  as  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  decree  of  the 
probate  court  therein  set  forth,  is  a  bar  to  this  petition. 

This  petition  was  not  brought  under  that  provision  of  our  stat- 
utes authorizing  the  probate  court  to  remove  an  administrator  for 
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matters  arising  subsequent  to  the  appointment;  for  no  matter 
arising  subsequent  to  that  decree,  is  stated  or  alledged  in  this  pe- 
tition. The  reasons  for  which  the  petitioner  now  asks  the  prayer 
of  his  petition  to  be  granted,  existed  before  that  decree  of  the 
probate  court  was  made,  to  the  same  extent  they  now  exist ;  and 
were,  or  might  have  been,  the  subjept  of  investigation.  We  can- 
not in  thb  collateral  manner,  review  the  correctness  or  propriety 
of  that  decree,  or  of  any  matters  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
court,  involved  therein.  Whether  Mr.  Englesby  was  a  proper 
person  to  be  appointed  administrator  or  not,  and  whether  a  request 
of  the  next  of  kin,  short  of  the  whole  number,  should  have  been 
regarded  by  that  court  as  sufficient  to  warrant  the  appointment  as 
made,  were  all  questions  properly  arising  and  directly  in  issue 
before  the  probate  court,  and  which  that  court  had  ample  and  full 
jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  and  determine;  and  that  adjudication 
has  become  a  matter  of  record.  This  petitioner,  if  entitled  as  one 
of  the  next  of  kin,  to  letters  of  administration,  and  all  other  per- 
sons interested  in  that  estate,  were  parties  to  those  proceedings, 
and  had  they  felt  aggrieved  thereby,  a  riglit  of  appeal  was  given 
to  each.  Compiled  Statutes,  324,  Sec.  28.  The  decrees  of  pro- 
bate courts  are. as  conclusive  as  the  orders  and  decrees  of  any 
other  court,  when  acting  within  the  sphere  of  their  jurisdiction ; 
and  particularly  are  they  conclusive  upon  those  to  whom  the  right 
of  appeal  is  given,  and  when  that  right  is  not  exercised.  Probate 
V.  FiUmore,  1  D.  Chip.  R.  420.  Sparhawk  v.  Buel,  9  Vt.  R.  41. 
Btuh  V.  Sheldon,  1  Days,  R.  170.  Brown  v.  Lanman,  1  Con.  R. 
467. 

If  an  appeal  had  been  taken  from  that  decree,  the  questions 
which  the  petitioner  seeks  to  raise  on  this  j)roceeding,  could  have 
been  directly  presented  and  considered ;  but  cannot  be  in  this  col- 
lateral manner.  Having  neglected  and  waived  an  appeal  from 
that  decree,  the  whole  matter  of  this  petition  has  become  adjudi- 
cated, and  all  interested  are  thereby  concluded. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed  and  duly 
certified. 
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William  B.  Viele  v.  Jaryis  Hoag. 

[In  Chahcert.] 
Chancery  Jurisdiction.     Surety. 

Though  the  liability  of  sureties  is  goyemed  by  the  same  principles  at  law,  as  in 
equity,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  send  a  party  suing  there,  to  a  court  of  law  for 
a  discharge*  or  relief;  but  will  extend  the  same  relief,  and  exercise  the  same 
powers,  in  behalf  of  sureties,  that  were  exercised  before  jurisdiction  of  this  sub- 
ject was  entertained  at  law. 

Xor  is  it  in  the  power  of  a  creditor,  by  first  commencing  proceedings  at  law,  to  de- 
prive the  surety  from  seeking  his  relief  in  chancery;  and  when  there  has  been 
no  delay  or  negligence  in  seeking  relief  in  equity,  a  court  of  chancery  will  exer- 
cise a  controling  power  over  the  parties  in  their  proceedings  at  law. 

If  a  bill  is  brought  for  discovery,  merely,  in  aid  of  proceedings  at  law,  and  the 
discovery  foils,  the  bill  will  be  dismissed. 

Sureties  on  a  note  are  not  discharged,  where  time  has  been  given,  if  there  has  been 
a  reservation  of  the  right  to  call  for  payment,  or  a  right  to  proceed  against  the 
surety. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  orator  alledged  in 
the  hill,  that  Bial  and  Henry  Boynton  were  partners  in  manufac- 
turing of  cloths  and  the  purchase  of  wool,  in  Hineshurg,  Yt.,  and 
in  full  business  and  credit,  all  of  which  was  well  known  to  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  on  or  about  the  24th  day  of  June,  1846,  the  defend- 
ant, being  possessed  of  a  large  quantity  of  wool,  proposed  to  sell 
it  to  the  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  the  partnership  firm  of  the  said 
Bial  and  Henry,  at  and  for  the  price  of  twenty-nine  cents  per 
pound,  and  to  loan  at  the  same  time  to  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton  such 
an  amount  of  money,  as  would,  when  added  to  the  sum  total  of 
the  value  of  such  wool  at  twenty-nine  cents  per  pound,  amount  to 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  and  to  take  therefor,  the  note  of 
said  B.  Sc  H.  Boynton  and  one  Jedediah  Boynton,  and  some  other 
responsible  person,  as  surety,  payable  in  one  year  from  date  with 
interest.  That  B.  &.  H.  Boynton,  by  the  sold  Bial  Boynton,  who 
conducted  the  negotiation,  told  the  defendant  that  the  wool  was 
much  higher  than  wool  of  that  quality  was  currently  sold  for ; 
that  defendant  replied  that  he  thought  it  would  come  to  that  price, 
and  that  it  was  an  object  to  hire  money  at  six  per  cent.    That  B. 
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&  H.  Bojiiton  accepted  the  offer,  and  the  defendant  named  a  per- 
son to  be  obtained  as  such  surety,  whom  B.  &.  H.*  Bojnton  declined 
to  procure,  but  offered  in  his  stead  the  name  of  the  orator.  The 
defendant  said  he  would  accept  a  note  for  said  thousand  dollars, 
so  signed  by  the  orator  with  said  B.  Sc  H.  Boynton  and  Jedediah 
Bojnton,  for  said  sum  and  interest,  payable  on  demand,  and  unless 
he  should  become  dissatisfied  with  the  security,  he  would  let  the 
debt  run,  and  extend  said  credit  for  the  term  of  one  year,  as  was 
first  proposed.  The  terms  thus  modified  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton 
accepted,  and  in  performance  thereof  procured  the  orator  to  sign, 
as  such  surety  merely,  without  any  consideration,  a  note  for  one 
thousand  dollars,  payable  on  demand  to  the  defendant.  And  fur* 
ther,  that  at  or  about  the  expiration  of  one  year,  the  defendant 
applied  to  B.  &  H.  Boynton  for  payment  of  said  note,  and  finally 
proposed  to  said  B.  Sc  H.  Boynton,  if  they  would  purchase  of  him 
a  certain  other  lot  of  wool  for  cash,  and  pay  the  interest  on  said 
thousand  dollar  note,  and  four  hundred  dollars  of  the  principal, 
that  he,  the  defendant,  on  that  consideration,  would  extend  the 
time  of  payment  for  the  residue  of  said  note,  another  year;  which 
proposition  the  said  B.  Sc  H.  Boynton  accepted  and  agreed  to  pay, 
and  did  pay  for  said  last  lot  of  wool,  the  sum  of  thirty-two  cents 
per  pound ;  that  the  orator  was  wholly  ignorant  of  such  contract, 
or  of  there  having  been  at  any  time,  any  contract  whatever,  other 
than  what  appears  upon  the  note,  and  that  the  same  was  made 
without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 

That  on  the  17th  day  of  June,  1848,  B.  &  H.  Boynton  and 
said  Jedediah  Boynton  became  wholly  insolvent,  and  that  about 
the  24th  day  of  June,  1848,  the  said  Jedediah  Boynton  deceased, 
whoUy  insolvent,  and  that  the  defendant  sued  out  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment on  the  21st  day  of  August,  1848,  on  said  note,  and  attached 
a  large  amount  of  personal  property  of  the  orator,  &c 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  admitted  the  trade  to  be  as  set 
forth  in  the  orator's  bill,  as  to  the  thousand  dollar  note,  but  express- 
ly denied  that  there  was  any  agreement  whatever  between  himself 
and  the  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  or  either  of  them,  for  the  payment 
to  him,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  the  loan  of  said  money,  anything 
more  than  legal  interest  therefor,  or  that  there  was  any  agreement 
for  the  sale  of  said  wool  for  more  than  it  was  worth,  as  a  cover  fi)r 
usurious  or  extra  interest     That  the  defendant  then  considered  it 
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a  fair  price  for  the  wool,  and  that  it  was  the  least  price  for  which 
the  defendant  would  have  sold  it.  That  said  Bial  Boynton  proposed 
to  the  defendant  to  draw  said  note  payable  on  demand,  &c.,  and 
if  defendant  did  not  need  the  money,  it  might  lay  for  some  time. 
The  defendant  admitted  the  second  trade  as  set  forth,  but  express- 
ly denied  that  said  last  mentioned  wool  was  sold  at  any  higher 
price  than  the  same  was  worth ;  but  that  it  was  sold  for  rather 
less,  OT  that  the  price  of  said  wool  was  in  any  manner  whatever, 
modified  by  any  consideration  connected  with  said  note,  or  that 
said  sale  was  in  any  way  in  consideration  of,  or  connected  with, 
any  contract  or  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  pajTnent  of  said 
note,  &;c. 

The  testimony  in  the  case  did  not  differ  materially  with  the  an- 
swer of  the  defendant,  and  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court. 

Kasson  4"  Edmtmds  and  Wires  S^  Peck  for  plaintitf. 

1.  The  purchase  of  the  wool  in  1847,  at  that  or  any  stipulated 
price,  is  a  good  consideration,  whether  above  or  below  the  market 
price ;  it  was  a  good  consideration,  for  a  valid  agreement  to  extend 
the  time  of  payment  on  the  balance  of  the  note.  Chit,  on  Con., 
31-85. 

2.  The  cases  agree,  that  the  surety  may  at  any  tinrte,  by  bill  in 
equity,  compel  the  creditors  to  pursue  the  principal  debtor,  for  his 
protection ;  but  such  a  bill  would  not  lie  in  this  court,  if  he  had 
by  such  an  agreement,  agreed  to  wait  a  year  longer ;  the  court 
would  decline  relief  on  the  ground  that  the  surety  was  discharged. 
Hees  V.  Berrington,  2  Ves.  542.  ffa^s  v.  Ward,  4  J.  C.  R.  123 
(132.)  Nor  is  it  material  whether  the  money  is  due  at  the  time 
of  the  contract  to  extend.  Sx  parte  Wilson,  11  Ves.  410. — 
Wright  v.  Simpson,  6  Ves.  734. 

3.  The  agreement  to  pay  six  per  cent,  interest  for  another  year, 
is  a  sufficient  consideration.  Bailey  v.  Adams,  ION.  H.  Wlieat. 
V.  Kendall,  6  J^.  H. 

4.  If  it  be  urged  that  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  or  that  the 
facts  constitute  a  defense  at  law,  we  answer,  (1.)  That  the  act  of 
the  defendant  in  joining  B.  &  H.  Boynton  in  the  suit  at  law,  has 
precluded  the  orator  from  proving  his  defense.  MiUen  v.  McKen, 
7  Paige,  451.     (2.)  This  is  a  bill  for  discovery  and  relief,  and  if  the 
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court  has  jurisdiction  for  one  purpose,  it  will  attain  it  for  all 
purposes.     Bearddey  v.  Knight^  10  Vt.  185. 

E,  J*  Phelps  and  A.  Peck  for  defendant. 

1.  This  bill  should  be  dismissed,  as  not  presenting  a  case  within 
the  appropriate  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 

The  suit  at  law  on  the  note  was  first  commenced.  The  defense 
set  up  bj  the  orator  was  just  as  available  in  the  suit  at  law,  as  in 
this  court,  and  governed  there  hj  the  same  principles  as  here. 
The  only  ground,  therefore,  upon  which  he  was  entitled  to  come 
into  this  court  at  all,  was  to  obtain  a  discovery  from  the  defendant. 
Except  for  this  prayer,  the  bill  would  have  been  dismissed 'on  de- 
murrer. That  discovery  has  totally  failed,  inasmuch  as  the  facts 
of  the  defense  were  totally  and  explicitly  denied  by  the  answer. 
And  the  result  is  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  fails  with  it. 

Though  there  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  courts  of  equity  hav- 
ing obtained  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  discovery,  will  retain 
it  for  relief,  this  will  never  be  done  — 

(1.)  When  the  discovery  fails,  or  turns  out  to  be  a  mere  pre- 
tence, or, 

(2.)  Where  the  suit  at  law  previously  exists,  and  the  defense, 
after  the  discovery  is  had,  is  not  of  a  character  peculiarly  cogniza- 
ble in  equity,  and  is  perfectly  available  at  law.  2  Story's  Eq.  par. 
691.  Russell  v.  Clark,  Ex.  7  Cranch,  69.  Kirby,  185.  2  Barber 
&  Harrington,  Eq.  Dig.  28,  29,  30.  1  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  49, 
466.  1  Story's  Eq.  par.  64-74  and  notes.-  1  Fonblanqui's  Eq. 
b.  1,  ch.  1,  par.  3. 

2.  There  is  another  view  of  the  case  that  is  fatal  to  the  orator. 
The  judgment  in  the  suit  at  law  is  conclusive. 

It  is  between  the  same  parties,  on  the  same  note,  and  "necessa- 
rily involving  and  concluding  the  same  point  now  in  controversy. 

The  only  cases  where  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  against  a 
judgment,  are, 

(1.)  Where  the  defense,  from  its  peculiar  chafacter,  was  not 
available  at  law,  or  has  accrued  after  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment. 

(2.)  Where,  though  the  defense  would  have  been  available  at 
law,  the  party  has  by  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  been  prevented 
from  makmg  it     13  Vt.  477,  and  15  do.,  78.     1   Comstock,  274. 
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1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  49,  and  6  do.,  87.  7  Cranch.  69,  and  6  do.,  33. 
5  Howard,  141. 

The  evidence  of  Bial  and  Henry  Boynton  which  refers  to  the  price 
paid  for  the  wool  in  1846,  when  the  note  was  given,  is  wholly  im- 
material. Because  if  the  facts  were  as  claimed,  (which  the  an- 
swer wholly  denies,)  it  could  have  no  effect  upon  the  present 
question. 

As  to  the  purchase  of  defendant's  wool  in  1847,  at  the  time 
when  it  is  claimed  that  the  contract  to  extend  was  made,  Bial 
Boynton,  who  transacted  the  whole  business,  states  no  definite  or 
binding  contract  at  all.  He  says  defendant  first  called  for  the 
whole  Amount  of  the  note,  but  afterwards  said  if  he  could  sell  his 
wool,  he  could  get  along  with  so  much  less,  and  the  balance  might 
lie  another  year,  as  was  originally  contemplated.  Whereupon  he 
bargained  for,  and  purchased  the  wool,  and  paid  for  it.  He  adds 
that  he  finds  from  the  wool  book  that  he  paid  one  or  two  cents 
higher  for  the  wool,  than  they  were  paying  others  at  that  time. 
But  he  does  not  state  that  this  was  so  understood  by  defendant, 
nor  that  it  constituted  any  consideration  for  the  extension,  or  was 
connected  with  it  in  any  way.  His  testimony  is  entirely  reconcil- 
able with  the  answer. 

From  the  whole  evidence  it  is  very  apparent  that  the  case  is 
the  common  one  of  a  note  being  tacitly  permitted  to  lie  after  due, 
upon  a  mere  understanding  or  expectation  of  the  parties,  as  to 
when  the  money  shall  be  called  for,  without  any  binding  contract 
for  a  definite  extension  or  any  consideration  for  such  contract 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  general  object  of  this  bill  is  for  discovery  and 
relief  from  the  payment  of  a  note  executed  by  the  orator,  as 
surety  for  B.  Sc  H.  Boynton,  and  on  which  the  defendant  has 
commenced  a  suit  at  law.  The  ground  upon  which  relief  is  sought, 
is  an  extension  of  the  time  for  the  payment  of  the  note  for  one 
year,  granted  by  the  payee  to  the  principals,  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  surety.  ^  And  that  within  that  period,  the 
Boyntons  became  insolvent  An  objection  has  been  urged  against 
this  proceeding,  involving  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  over  its 
subject  matter;  and  it  is  insisted  that  an  ample  remedy  may  be 
had  in  the  suit  at  law;   and  that  a  bill  for  relief  cannot  be  sus- 
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tained  where  that  remedy  exists.  And  as  the  orator  in  this  case, 
has  failed  in  his  discovery,  and  jurisdiction  cannot  be  entertained 
on  that  ground,  it  is  claimed  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed. 

The  subject  of  equitable  relief  in  behalf  of  sureties,  is  one  of 
original  jurisdiction  in  a  court  of  chancery.  The  peculiar  rights 
of  a  surety  originated  in,  and  are  exclusively  the  growth  of  equi^. 
Formerly  it  was  held  in  several  instances,  that  the  remedy  of  the 
surety  was  only  in  equity,  and  could  not  be  made  available  in 
courts  of  common  law*  But  it  is  now  held  as  a  general  rule, 
^  that  Uie  liability  of  sureties  is  governed  by  the  same  principles 
*^  at  law,  as  in  equity.**  And  probably  with  few  exceptions,  the 
same  considerations  which  are  sufficient  in  equity  to  discharge  the 
surety,  will  be  available  for  the  same  purpose  at  law.  2  Lead. 
Cases  in  Eq.  365,  386  in  notes  to  Hees  v.  Berringtan. 

But  '^a  court  of  equity  will  not  send  a  party  suing  there,  to  a 
*^  court  of  law  for  the  discharge  or  relief  to  which  he  is  equally 
^  entitled  in  equity."  But  will  extend  the  same  relief  and  exercise 
the  same  powers  in  behalf  of  sureties,  that  were  exercised  before 
jurisdiction  of  this  subject  was  entertained  at  law.  2  Lead.  Cases 
in  Eq.,  pt  2,  365.  Samuel  v.  Howorih,  3  Mr.  278.  Mayhew  v. 
Orieketj  2  Swans.  185,  and  529.  Eyre  v.  EvereU^  2  Russ.  382. 
3  Hare,  567. 

Justice  Story  remarks,  Eq.  Juris.  Sec.  64,  (i)  "  That  the  juris- 
"  diction  of  courts  of  equity  is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the 
^  courts  of  law  now  entertaining  jurisdiction  in  cases  where  they 
^  formeriy  rejected  it.  They  cannot  enlarge  or  restrain  the  pow- 
^  ers  of  a  court  of  equity  at  their  pleasure;  for  their  jurisdictioQ 
^  is  of  a  permanent  and  fixed  character,  and  bein^  once  legiti- 
^  mately  vested,  it  must  remain  until  the  Legislature  shall  abolish 
"  or  limit  it"  So  in  Kemp  v.  Pryor^  7  Ves.  249,  Lord  Eldon  says, 
^  I  cannot  hold  that  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  is  gone 
^  merely  because  the  courts  of  law  have  exercised  an  equitable 
^  jurisdiction."  In  all  such  cases  the  party  may  seek  his  relief  at 
the  hands  of  either.  Neither  is  it  in  the  power  of  a  creditor,  by 
first  commencing  proceedings  at  law,  to  deprive  the  surety  from 
seeking  his  relief  in  chancery.  And  where  there  has  been  no 
delay  or  negligence  in  seeking  relief  in  equity,  a  court  of  chan- 
cery will  exercise  a  controling  power  over  the  parties  in  their 
proceedings  at  law.     The  jurisdiction,  therefore,  of  this  court,  in 
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the  case  under  consideration,  does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  that 
this  hill  is  framed  for  discovery  as  well  as  relief.  For  it  would 
he  entertained  for  relief  if  no  discovery  had  been  asked,  as  b^g 
a  matter  within  its  original  jurisdiction. 

If  this  had  been  a  bill  for  discovery,  merely  in  aid  of  proceed- 
ings at  law,  if  the  discovery  failed,  the  bill  would  be  dismissed. 
But  as  this  bill  is  for  relief  as  well  as  discovery,  and  the  prayer 
of  the  bill  is  for  that  relief  which  is  within  the  original  powers  of 
a  court  of  equity,  though  the  discovery  has  failed,  yet  the  bill  will 
be  entertained  for  relief.  1  Story  Eq.  Sec.  73,  74.  RusseU  v. 
Clark,  7  Cranch.  R.  69.     Welf.  Eq.  plea,  132. 

We  see  no  reason  for  dismissing  this  bill  for  the  want  of  a  prop- 
er jurisdiction  in  this  court  over  its  subject  matter. 

The  case  is  then  resolved  into  those  questions  that  arise  upon 
its  merits.  It  is  not  deemed  important  to  recapitulate  the  facts 
stated  in  the  bill  and  answer,  nor  the  depositions  of  the  wit- 
nesses, nor  to  enter  into  an  investigation  of  the  answer,  to  see 
whether  it  is  as  full  as  the  stating  or  interrogating  part  of  the  bill 
requires,  as  there  is  not  that  contradiction  in  the  testimony  that 
renders  it  difficult  to  arrive  at  a  proper  result  The  original  note 
was  executed  June  24,  1846,  by  B.  &  H.  Boynton  as  principals, 
and  Jedediah  Boynton  and  the  plaintiff,  as  sureties.  Its  consider- 
ation was  money  lent  and  wool  sold  by  the  defendant  to  the  Boyn- 
tons  to  the  amount  of  one  thousand  dollars.  When  the  note  was 
executed,  it  was  at  first  contemplated  to  take  the  same  payable  in 
one  year,  if  certain  security  was  obtained.  As  that  could  not  be 
effected,  the  present  note  with  the  plaintiff  as  surety,  was  taken 
on  demand.  The  object  for  taking  the  note  payable  in  that  man- 
ner is  explained  in  the  testimony  of  Bial  Boynton.  He  testifies 
that  when  the  note  was  given,  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant 
should  wait  one  year,  at  least,  and  probably  longer,  and  that  this 
note  was  made  payable  on  demand  at  his  suggestion,  so  that  if  the 
defendant  became  dissatisfied  with  the  security,  they  would  be  ob- 
ligated to  exchange  it. 

The  defendant  states  in  his  answer,  that  the  note  was  executed 
in  that  manner  by  the  suggestion  of  Boynton,  so  that  if  he  was 
dissatisfied  about  the  safety  of  the  money,  he  might  secure  himself 
at  any  time,  and  that  if  he  should  not  need  the  money,  or  become 
dissatisfied  with  the  security,  it  might  lie  one,  two,  or  more  years. 
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This  difference  in  phraseology  cannot  create  much  doubt  as  to  the 
real  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  that 
note.  The  conviction  arising  from  the  manner  in  which  the  busi- 
ness was  done,  and  the  object  they  had  in  view  in  making  the  note 
payable  on  demand,  cannot  well  be  overcome, — that  it  was  so 
made,  for  the  purpose,  and  with  the  right  expressly  reserved,  to 
enable  the  defendant,  as  payee  of  the  note,  to  call  upon  the  mak- 
ers for  the  money  at  any  time  he  saw  fit  There  was  unquestion- 
ably an  expectation  and  understanding  between  them,  that  the 
note  should  lie  for  one  year,  and  longer  in  case  the  defendant  did 
not  become  dissatisfied  with  the  security ;  but  subject  to  the  right, 
however,  to  call  for  the  money,  and  prosecute  the  note  at  any  mo- 
ment he  chose.  This  mutual  understanding,  and  this  right  of  the 
defendant,  is  to  be  inferred  from  a  fair  construction  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Bial  Boynton,  which  was  put  into  the  case  on  the  part  of 
the  orator.  The  defendant  did  permit  the  matter  to  lie  during 
that  year,  and  no  complaint  has  been,  or  is  now  made  of  any  mat- 
ter arising  out  of  that  arrangement. 

At  or  about  the  expiration  of  the  first  year,  we  have  from  the 
testimony  in  the  case,  that  the  defendant  notified  the  Boyntons 
that  he  should  want  a  payment  on  that  note,  of  six  hundred  dol- 
lars for  his  personal  use.  An  arrangement  was  finally  effected, 
that  if  the  Boyntons  would  pay  the  interest  on  the  note,  four  hun- 
dred dollars  on  the  principal,  and  pay  him  for  his  wool  of  that 
year,  amounting  to  over  two  hundred  dollars,  the  note  might  lie 
another  year ;  as  by  that  arrangement  he  would  be  possessed  of 
means  necessary  for  his  use.  This  arrangement  as  stated  by  the 
parties  and  witnesses,  bears  the  impress  of  a  mutual  effort  to  sat- 
isfy the  wants  of  the  defendant  with  as  small  a  draft  as  possible 
on  the  principal  of  the  note,  and  to  carry  into  effect  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  note  was  originally  given. 
For  thereby  the  defendant  would  be  acconmiodated  in  the  money 
he  w€uited,  and  the  Boyntons,  in  obtaining  time  on  the  balance  of 
the  note  as  was  contemplated,  besides  obtaining  the  wool  which 
they  wanted  in  their  business.  And  *  in  that  negotiation  we  can 
only  draw  the  inference  that  the  parties  intended  that  the  balance 
of  that  note  should  remain  another  year,  under  the  same  arrange-, 
ment  and  understanding  that  existed  the  year  before.  The  de- 
fendant was  to  retain  the  same  note  payable  on  demand,  with  the 
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right  of  calling  for  the  same  at  any  time  during  the  jear,  that  he 
saw  proper.  What  was  said  in  relation  to  the  delay  for  another 
year,  was  in  view  of  the  previous  arrangement  the  year  before, 
and  to  carry  that  understanding  into  effect,  that  the  note  might 
lie  for  one,  two  or  more  years,  unless  he  became  dissatisfied  with 
the  security,  or  wanted  the  money  for  his  own  use.  In  that  event 
the  right  was  reserved  to  call  for  and  collect  the  amount  due, 
whenever  he  deemed  it  necessary  or  important. 

Under  this  view  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  there  is  nothing  in 
that  arrangement  of  which  the  surety  has  reason  to  complain,  or 
which  entitles  him  to  the  relief  he  has  sought.  The  right  of  the 
creditor  has  been  reserved  to  collect  at  any  time.  The  right  of 
the  surety  also  has  been  preserved ;  for  had  he  felt  insecure,  he 
might  have  paid  the  note,  and  proceeded  in  his  own  name,  to  se- 
cure the  debt,  or  petitioned  the  court  of  chancery  for  an  order 
upon  the  defendant  to  proceed  in  the  collection  of  the  debt,  of  the 
principals ;  and  the  defendant,  as  holder  of  the  note,  might  have 
complied  with  such  requirement  and  order,  if  made  without  viola- 
ting any  contract  or  even  conscientious  obligations. 

Sureties  on  a  note  are  not  discharged  where  time  has  been  giv- 
en, if  there  has  been  a  reservation  of  the  right  to  call  for  pay- 
ment, or  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  surety.  2  Lead.  Cases  in 
Eq.  360, 379,  in  notes  to  Hees  v.  Berrington,  The  case  of  Nichols 
V.  NorriSy  3  Bam.  &  Ad.  R.  41,  was  a  deed  of  composition 
which  the  creditor  signed  and  thereby  agreed  to  extend  the  time 
of  payment,  and  receive  payment  by  installments.  But  as  he  had 
expressly  reserved  his  right  to  proceed  at  any  time  against  the 
surety,  the  surety  was  held  not  discharged.  In  the  case  of  MeU 
vtUe  V.  Glendininff,  7  Taunt.  R.  126,  the  plaintiff  received  bills  of 
exchange  from  a  defendant  under  an  agreement  that  he  should  not 
be  precluded  from  prosecuting  while  the  bills  were  running.  It 
was  held,  the  stirety  was  not  thereby  discharged.  The  same  doc- 
trine is  sustained  by  the  case  of  Blackstone  Bank  v.  fftU,  10  Pick. 
R.  132.  Oxford  Bank  v.  Lewis,  8  Pick.  R.  458.  ClaggeU  v.  Sal- 
mon, 5  Gill  and  John.  314.  Bangs  v.  Strong,  10  Paige,  11.  2 
Lead.  Cases  in  Eq.,  360,  379,  in  notes  to  the  case  of  Bees  v.  Ber- 
rington.  We  think,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  failed 
in  showing  such  a  contract  as  entitles  him  to  the  relief  for  which 
he  has  prayed. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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Troner.  Sale  and  title*  BiU  of  sale  to  be  treated  like  other  written 
tnstrtiments,  and  not  open  to  explanation  hy  parol  testimony* 
Estoppel  in  pais. 

Under  a  conditional  sale  or  contract,  the  general  property  never  passes,  and  when 
the  payment  of  the  stiptdated  price,  under  snch  sale,  is  made  a  condition  prece- 
dent, pajrment  most  be  made  before  the  title  vests  in  the  pnrchaser. 

Bat  where  S.  &  C.  sold  a  quantity  of  wool  to  B.  &  H.  B.  and  sent  them  an  absolute 
and  unconditional  bill  of  sale,  advising  them  by  the  bill  of  sale,  that  the  wool 
was  shipped  to  Bradley  &  Co.,  at  Burlington,  subject  on  its  arrival,  to  their 
order,  of  which  immediately  after  its  arrival,  B.  &  H.  B.  took  possession.  It  was 
held — ^that  the  bill  of  sale  passed  an  immediate  and  vested  title  to  the  wool,  in 
B.  &  H.  B. 

A  bill  of  sale,  absolute  and  unconditional  in  its  terms,  and  free  from  ambiguity,  is 
governed  by  the  same  principles,  that  regulate  other  written  instruments,  and 
parol  testimony  cannot  be  received  to  contradict,  add  to,  or  vary  it,  for  **  the 
bill  of  sale  must  be  considered  as  the  final  contract  between  the  parties." 

S.  &  G.  sold  a  quantity  of  wool  to  B.  &  H.  B.  and  shipped  the  same  to  Burlington, 
to  the  care  of  B.  &  Go.,  and  sent  a  bill  of  sale  to  B.  &  H.  B.,  advising  them,  in 
said  bill  of  sale,  that  said  wool  was  shipped  to  the  care  of  B.  &  Go.,  and  subject 
to  their  order;  upon  the  arrival  of  the  wool  at  Burlington,  said  B.  &  H.  B.  took 
possession  of,  and  assorted  the  same,  and  re-shipped  twenty-one  sacks,  and  con- 
signed the  same  to  D.  &  A.,  at  Boston ;  taking  at  the  time,  a  receipt  for  the 
same  of  B.  &  Go.  forwarding  merchants;  the  said  receipt  B.  &  H.  B.  sent  to  said 
D.  &  A.,  and  also  made  a  draft  upon  them,  for  the  full  value  of  the  wool;  the 
said  drafl  was  accepted  and  paid  by  said  D.  &  A.  The  said  wool,  after  it  was 
thus  re-shipped,  and  while  in  trarmiu,  was  attached  as  the  property  of  B.  &  H. 
B.,  and  brought  back  and  placed  in  the  store-house  of  B.  &  Co.,  for  safe  keeping. 
In  an  action  of  Trover,  brought  by  D.  &  A.  against  B.  &  Go.  for  said  wool — ^it 
was  A«Zi— that  S.  &  C.  are  concluded,  hy  their  actSj  fh)m  denying  the  title,  and 
right,  of  B.  &  H.  B.  to  this  property,  by  the  execution  of  their  bill  of  sale,  and 
order,  for  the  delivery  of  its  possession.  And  that  B.  &  H.  B.  were  equally  con-  . 
eluded  by  their  consignment  of  the  property  to  D.  &  A.,  and  their  draft  on  them 
for  its  value.  And  that  B.  &  Go.  were  also  concluded,  from  denjring  D.  &  A.*8 
title  to  the  property,  and  their  right  to  immediate  possession  by  the  execution 
of  their  receipt  for  the  same,  as  forwarding  merchants. 

And  it  was  also  held — ^that  so  far  as  D.  &  A.  were  concerned,  the  acts  of  all  these 
parties  operate  as  an  estoppel  in  pais^  preventing  them  from  making  any  clahn 
to  this  property,  even,  if  as  between  B.  &  H.  B.  and  S.  &  G.,  the  property  was 
wrongfully  disposed  of  by  B.  &  H.  B. 

Trover,  for  a  quantity  of  wool.     Plea,  the  general  issue,  and 
trial  by  the  court. 
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The  plaintifFs,  to  sustain  the  issue  on  their  part,  offered  a  bill 
of  sale,  of  a  quantity  of  wool,  from  Sanborn  &  Gatlin  to  B.  &  H. 
Boynton,  of  which  the  following  Is  a  copy,  viz  : 

"  Bill  of  Sale." 

"  SwANTON,  June  2,  1848. 
"  B.  &  H.  Boynton, 

"  Bought  of  Sanborn  &  Catlin, 

"  2042  lbs.  superfine  wool, 

"  2072  "  fine  wool, 

"    922  "  coarse  wool, 

"    190  "  No.  2,  coarse  wool, 

"    147  "  washed  wool, 

«    268  "  black  wool, 

«  5641  "  pelt  wool,  28  cts.,  $1579,48 

"   329  "  tags  3  cts.,  9,87 

«31rl0  "  coarse  unwashed  wool  18  cts.,  559,80 


"     45  sacks  of  wool,  $2149,15 

"  Cartage  on  the  above  to  St.  Albans,  8,75 

«  $2157,90 

"  1  note  in  three  months,  $400,00 

"  Interest,  6,00 


«  $406,00 

"  1  note  in  nine  months,  $400,00 

"  The  balance  in  six  months,  $1357,90 

"  The  above  wool  is  shipped  to  the  care  of  Bradley  &  Co.  sub- 
"  ject  to  your  order.  Truly  yours, 

(Signed)  "  Sanborn  &  Catlin." 

"  P.  S.  You  will  forward  us  notes  to  settle  the  above  bill  soon, 
"  for  we  want  the  three  month  note  to  use. 

"  S wanton,  June  11,  1848." 

(Signed)  «  S.  &  C." 

The  plaintiffs  then  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that 
the  wool  was  drawn  by  said  Sanborn  &  Catlin,  to  St.  Albans  Bay, 
there  shipped  to  John  Bradley  &  Co.,  the  defendants,  at  Burling- 
ton, who  were  wharfingers  and  forwarding  merchants  at  that  place, 
and  subject  to  the  order  of  B.  &  H.  Boynton.  The  plaintiffs  also 
introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the  wool  was  delivered 
on  the  defendants'  wharf  at  Burlington,  per  steamboat,  part  on  the 
10th,  and  part  on  the  13th  of  June,  1848,  and  then  taken  posses- 
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sion  of  by  B.  Sc  H.  Boynton.  The  fine  parts  thereof  weighing 
4039  J  pounds,  marked  "  Forwarded,  Davis  &  Anbin,.  Boston,"  by 
said  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  and  a  receipt  taken  therefor,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy,  "  Received  of  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  twenty-one 
**  bales  wool  to  be  forwarded  to  Davis  &  Aubin,  Boston." 

**  Burlmgton,  June  13, 1848." 

(Signed)  "  John  Bradley  &  Co." 

"  By  Strong." 

That  on  the  same  13th  of  June,  the  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton 
wrote  the  plaintiffs,  advising  them  of  the  consignment  of  said  wool, 
and  sending  them  an  invoice  thereof,  and  enclosing  the  receipt 
aforesaid,  and  drew  on  the  plaintiffs  for  the  full  value  of  the  said 
wool,  wliich  drafls,  were  by  said  plaintiffs,  accepted  and  paid,  for 
which  payment  the  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton  are  now  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs. 

Also  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  said  wool  was  shipped,  and 
taken  on  board  of  a  canal  boat  as  far  as  Orwell,  towards  Boston, 
and  there  attached,  as  the  property  of  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  ancP 
brought  back  and  put  in  the  defendants'  store-house,  in  Burlington,* 
for  safe  keeping.  That  soon  after  this,  and  while  the  wool  was  ia 
defendants'  store-house,  and  before  this  suit  was  brought,  the* 
plaintiffs  demanded  of  the  defendants,  the  wool  in  question ;  they 
refused  to  deliver  it  up,  saying^  "  that  there  were  a  number  of 
claimants  for  the  wool,  and  they  thought  they  should  hold  it,  until 
they  found  who  was  entitled  to  it." 

The  defendants  then  offered  parol  evidence  to  prove,  that  the 
sale  of  the  wool,  from  said  Sanborn  &  Catlin,  to  B.  &  H.  Boynton, 
was  a  conditional  sale,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract 
therefor,  between  Sanborn  &  Catlin  and  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  on  the 
2d  of  June,  1848,  the  price  of  the  wool  was  agreed  between  them, 
and  further,  that  it  should  be  weighed  and  sacked  by  Sanborn  & 
Catlin,  and  carted  from  Swanton  to  St.  Albans  Bay,  and  there 
shipped  to  Burlington,  subject  to  the  order  of  B.  &  H.  Boynton. 
That  said  Sanborn  &c  Catlin  should  send  a  bill  thereof,  to  B.  & 
H.  Boynton,  at  Hinesburgh,  and  that  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton 
should  at  once  thereafter,  procure  and  send  the  said  Sanborn  & 
Catlin,  three  notes  payable  in  three,  six,  and  nine  months,  for 
amount  of  said  bill,  the  two  last  named  notes  to  be  signed  by  said 
,  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  and  Jedediah  Boynton,  and  some  other  respon- 
XXIV.  5 
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sible  person.  That  the  title  to  said  wool,  was  not  to  vest  in  said 
B.  &C  II.  Boynton,  until  said  notes  were  thus  furnished,  but  was 
to  remain  the  property  of  Sanborn  &  Catlin.  That  on  the  1 7th 
of  June,  1848,  said  B.  &  H.  Boynton  failed,  and  have  ever  since 
been  insolvent ;  that  said  notes  were  never  furnished  to  said  San- 
born &  Catlin,  though  they  demanded  them  of  said  B.  &  H. 
Boynton,  the  first  of  July,  1848 ;  that  said  Sanborn  &  Catlin 
demanded  said  wool  of  Eli  Chittenden,  the  special  officer,  whe 
attached,  and  also  the  general  agent  of  the  defendants,  (having  the 
management  and  control  of  all  their  wharves  and  store-houses  and 
property  stored  therein,)  on  the  same  day  that  the  plaintiffs 
demanded  the  wool  of  these  defendants,  that  he  replied,  "  there 
"  were  other  claimants  of  the  wool,  and  he  would  not  deliver  it  to  said 
"  Sanborn  &  Catlin ;"  and  that  said  Sanborn  &  Catlin  brought  a 
suit  against  said  Chittenden,  for  said  wool,  which  is  now  pending 
in  Franklin  County  Court. 

To  the  admission  of  this  evidence,  the  plaintiffs  objected,  on  the 
ground  that  it  would  vary  and  control  the  written  contract  and 
bill  of  sale. 

The  court,  March  Term,  1851, —  Bennett,  J.,  presiding,  exclu- 
ded the  testimony,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs.  To 
which  decision  of  the  court,  excluding  the  parol  evidence  offered 
by  the  defendants  as  to  the  bill  of  sale,  the  defendants  excepted. 

J).  A.  Smalley  and  E,  J,  Phelps  for  the  defendants. 
Tills  case  presents  these  questions  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Court. 

1.  Can  the  defendants,  standing  upon  the  title  of  B.  &  H. 
Boynton,  introduce  parol  evidence  to  show  what  the  real  contract 
was  between  Sanbona  &  Catlin  and  B.  &  H.  Boynton,  notwith- 
standing tiie  bill  of  sale. 

In  the  case  of  a  blank  indorsement  upon  a  note,  or  a  memoran- 
dum of  the  amount  of  property  sold,  it  is  well  settled,  that  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  extent  of  the  contract.  Barrows 
V.  Lane,  5  Vt.  161. 

2.  It  is  insisted  by  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiffs  would  have 
the  right  to  introduce  parol  evidence  of  the  contract,  as  between 
themselves  and  Sanborn  &  Catlin  and  B.  &  II.  Boynton  ;  and  the 
defendants,  standing  between  them,  are  entitled  to  the  same  right. 
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3.  The  facts,  offered  to  be  proved,  show  that  the  transaction  was 
a  fraud  upon  Sanborn  &  Catlin. 

Fraud  in  a  contract  may  always  be  shown. 

Z.  JS.  Chittenden  for  the  plaintiffs. 

A  single  question  is  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  which 
has  been  too  often  settled  by  this  court,  now  to  admit  of  much 
'discussion. 

The  evidence  offered  by  the  defendants,  was  offered  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  contradicting  the  bill  of  sale,  which  i.s  tlie  only 
legal  evidence  of  the  contract  between  Sanbora  &  Catlin  and  B. 
&  H.  Boynton.  It  proposed  to  ingraft  upon  the  contract  a  parol 
condition,  that  the  title  to  the  wool  should  not  pass  to  the  Boy n tons', 
until  certain  notes  were  forwarded  to  Sanborn  &  Catlin.  This  it 
was  not  competent  for  the  defendants  to  do.  Heed  v.  Wood,  D  Vt. 
285.  Lasso  v.  Neale,  3  Com.  LawJ  267.  3  Starkie  on  Ev.  10()5- 
6.  Ifatch  V.  Hyde,  14  Vt.  25-459.  Isaacs  v.  i:il:ins,  1 1  \t.  070. 
Bradley  v.  Beniley,  8  Vt.  243.  Mumfordy.  McPherson,  1  Johns. 
Rep.  413.  2  Kent  Com.  498.  1  Johns,  139.  3  Johns.  08,  1 
Cowen,  249.     5  Cowen,  144. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  plaintiffs*  right  to  the  property  for  which  thig 
action  is  brought,  depends  upon  the  title  of  B.  &  11.  Boynton,. 
under  their  bill  of  sale  from  Sanborn  &  Catlin.  As  acraiii-t  the 
Boyntons  the  plaintiffs'  title  has  not  been  disputed.  But  it  is  in- 
sisted that  the  Boyntons  had  no  title  to  this  propeily,  and  conse- 
quently could  convey  none  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  defendants  to  introduce  parol  evidence  showim:  that 
the  sale,  from  Sanborn  &  Catlin  to  the  Boyntons.  was  made  upon 
certain  conditions,  which  having  never  l>een  perfonncd,  tlie  ])rop- 
erty  never  passed  from  them.  K  the  testimony  oftVicd  hy  the 
defendants  is  admissible,  there  is  no  doubt  such  would  he  its  efl'ect ; 
for  it  has  been  frequently  decided  in  this  State,  that  mvlcv  a  con- 
ditional sale  or  contract,  the  general  property  never  jiasses,  and 
when  the  payment  of  the  stipulated  price,  under  such  a  sa!c,  is 
made  a  condition  precedent,  the  payment  must  be  made  Ixfori.'  the 
title  vests  in  the  purchaser.  Bigehw  v.  ITuntley,  8  V(.  R.  lol.. 
Smith  V.  Foster,  18  Vt.  R.  182. 
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For  the  purpose  of  showing  the  title  of  the  Boyntons  to  tliis 
property,  and  their  right  to  sell  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  bill 
of  sale  executed  on  the  2d  of  June,  1848,  by  Sanborn  &  Catlin  to 
B.  &  H.  Boynton,  was  introduced  in  evidence.     There  is  no  ambi- 
guity on  the  face  of  this  instrument.     It  is  full  and  express  in  all 
its  provisions,  and  contains  an  absolute  and  unconditional  transfer 
of  forty-five  sacks  of  wool  by  Sanborn  &  Catlin  to  the  Boyntons, 
twenty-one  sacks  of  which  is  the  subject  of  this  suit.     The  Boyn- 
tons are  advised  by  that  bill  of  sale  that  the  wool  was  shipped  to 
Messrs.  Bradley  &  Co.,  at  Burlington,  subject  on  its  arrival  to 
their  order,  and  of  which  we  find  they  immediately  after  took 
possession.     The  notes  to  be  given  for  the  wool  are  referred  to, 
the  amount  specified  for  which  each  are  to  be  given,  and  when  to 
be  made  payable.     It  contains  no  provision  that  the  delivery  of 
the  notes  was  to  be  made  before  the  property  passed  to  the  Boyn- 
tons, or  that  the  wool  was  to  remain  the  property  of  Sanborn  & 
Catlin,  until  the  notes  were  delivered.     But  on  the  contrary,  tlie 
bill  of  sale  passes  an  immediate  and  vested  title  to  the  wool,  in  the 
Boyntons,  with  the  absolute  right  of  possession,  under  the  direc- 
tions given  to  the  defendants,  as  wharfingers,  to  hold  the  property 
subject  to  their  order.     It  is  manifest  also  from  the  instrument 
itself,  that  the  parties  intended  that  such  should  be  its  eifect,  for 
in  a  postscript  to  the  instrument^  a  request  was  made  so  late  as  the 
11th  of  June,  and  after  part  of  the  wool  had  been  received,  "  that 
the  notes  for  the  wool  be  forwarded  soon,  as  the  three  months  note 
was  wanted  for  use."     At  this  period,  time  was  given  for  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  notes,  with  the  limitation,  however,  that  it  be  done  soon. 
This  limitation  is  inconsistent  with  the  idea,  that  they  were  to 
retain  a  title  to  the  wool  as  security  for  the  delivery  of  the  notes, 
and  is  consistent  with  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument,  that  the 
title  vested  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  reliance  placed  on  the 
assurances  of  the  party  for  the  subsequent  delivery  of  the  notes. 
"When,  therefore,  the  defendants  offered  to  prove  that  the  sale  on 
the  2d  of  June,  1848,  was  conditional — that  part  of  the  notes 
were  to  be  signed,  not  only  by  the  Boyntons,  but  also  by  some 
other  responsible  pei*sons,  and  that  the  title  to  the  wool  was  to 
remain  the  property  of  Sanborn  Sc  Catlin,  until  the  notes  were 
furnished, —  they   were  offering  to  prove  a  contract,  in  many  im- 
portant particulars,  different  fix)m  that  stated  in  their  bill  of  sale. 
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It  contradicts  its  specific  provisions,  bj  making  that  conditional, 
which  is  absolute  on  its  face.  It  adds  to  the  contract  of  sale,  other 
stipulations  and  provisions  not  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the 
instrument,  not  only  in  making  the  delivery  of  the  notes  a  condi- 
tion precedent,  but  requiring  them  to  be  executed,  with  other 
security,  all  of  which  essentially  changes  the  legal  effect  and  ope- 
ration of  the  bill  of  sale.  If  this  instrument  is  governed  by  the 
same  principles  that  regulate  other  written  contracts,  the  admission 
of  the  testimony  would  plainly  violate  that  general  rule  of  evidence, 
that  parol  testimony  cannot  be  received  to  contradict,  add  to,  or 
vary  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument.  The  authorities  are  quite 
uniform  in  placing  these  bills  of  sale  on  the  footing  of  other  writ- 
ten contracts,  as  being  equally  unaffected  by  parol  testimony. 
They  were  so  treated  in  the  case  of  Read  v.  Wood^  9  Vt.  R.  285. 
The  court  there  say,  "  that  whenever  there  is  a  sale,  and  a  bill 
"  of  sale,  or  sale  note  is  given,  such  bill  of  sale  is  the  evidence  of 
"  the  contract,  and  cannot  be  varied.  It  is  the  legitimate  and 
proper  evidence  of  the  contract  and  o'f  the  terms  and  conditions 
thereof,"  and  the  party  was  not  permitted  to  prove  by  parol,  a 
warranty  of  goods,  as  it  added  a  provision  to  the  contract  not 
therein  mentioned.  In  Lane  v.  Neale^  2  Stark.  R.  105,  it  was  held 
that  parol  testimony  could  not  be  received  to  show  that  other  arti- 
cles of  personal  property  were  included  in  the  sale,  as  they  were 
not  mentioned  in  the  sale  note.  Lord  Ellen  borough  there  says, 
*^  that  the  bill  of  sale  must  be  considered  as  the  final  contract  be- 
"  tween  the  parties."  In  Mumford  v.  McPherson,  1  Johns.  R.  418, 
it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  prove  other 
provisions  in  a  contract  of  sale,  not  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  sale. 
Thompson,  J.,  remarked  "  that  the  contract  between  the  parties 
"  was  reduced  to  writing,  and  contained  in  the  bill  of  sale,  and 
"  recourse  must  be  had  to  that  instrument  to  ascertain  its  extent. 
**  The  writing  must  be  considered  as  the  evidence  of  the  agreement, 
"  and  everything  resting  in  parol  becomes  thereby  extinguished." 
No  language  can  be  more  emphatic  or  applicable  to  the  case  under 
consideration,  than  this.  And  if  in  those  cases,  such  testimony 
was  inadmissible  to  prove  stipulations  upon  which  the  bill  of  sale 
was  silent,  it  would  obviously  be  inadmissible  in  this  case,  where 
it  contradicts  its  express  provisions,  adds  to  it  stipulations  not 
there  mentioned,  and  changes  its  legal  character  and  effect.     Such 
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is  -the  rule  as  between  the  parties  to  tbfe  instrument,  and  it  derives 
additiontd  force  when  it  is  offered  against  a  third  party  who  has 
made  advances  upon  the  property,  relying  upon  the  good  faith  of 
the  parties  in  the  execution  of  the  instrument 

If,  as  contended  by  counsel,  this  instrument  was  nothing  more 
than  a  memorandum  of  the  property  sold,  and  if  the  parties  did  not 
intend  to  put  the  evidence  of  their  contract  and  sale,  in  writing,  the 
admission  of  this  testimony  could  be  urged  with  greater  propriety. 
It  was  upon  this  principle  that  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Pink,  4  Mes. 
&  Wels.  145,  was  decided,  and  upon  this  ground  only  can  the 
cases  of  Bradford  v.  Manly,  13  Mass.  R.  142,  and  Boormon  et  al. 
V.  Johnson,  12  Wend.  566,  be  sustained.  The  principle  of  those 
cases  can  have  no  application  to  this,  for  this  instrument  is  clear 
and  specific  in  setting  forth  a  contract,  the  parties  thereto,  its  sub- 
ject matter,  the  property  sold,  the  price  and  manner  of  payment, 
as  w^ell  as  the  terms  of  the  aiile.  To  defeat  the  legal  operation  of 
such  an  instrument,  and  divest  a  party  of  his  title  to  property  so 
transferred,  by  the  introduction  of  parol  testimony,  would  be  a  vio- 
lation of  established  rules  of  evidence. 

There  is  another  view  of  this  subject  that  renders  the  admission 
of  this  testimony  quite  objectionable.  Sanborn  &  Catlin  have 
placed  this  property  in  the  possession  of  the  Boyntons  by  their 
directions  to  the  defendants,  as  wharfingers,  to  hold  the  same,  sub- 
ject to  their  order,  and  with  this  order  they  have  executed  and 
delivered  to  them,  a  bill  of  sale,  affording  the  highest  evidence  of 
absolute  and  unconditional  ownership.  On  the  strength  of  this 
bill  of  sale  and  possession,  the  Boyntons  have  obtained  the  receipt 
of  the  defendants,  as  forwarding  merchants,  for  the  tranportation 
of  this  property  to  the  plaintiffs,  at  Boston,  on  its  consignment  to 
tliem.  The  execution  of  this  receipt  by  the  defendants,  as  forward- 
ing merchants,  and  its  delivery  to  the  plaintiffs,  was  a  constructive 
delivery  of  the  property  to  them,  as  much  so  as  the  indorsement  of  a 
bill  of  lading.  Gardner  v.  Howland,  2  Pick.  R.  599.  1  Smith's 
L.  C.  752,  Lukharrow  v.  Mason,  and  notes.  With  this  evidence 
of  title  and  possession  in  the  l^oyntons,  proceeding  from  the  act  of 
Sanborn  Sf  Catlin,  and  with  the  evidence  of  consignment  and  de- 
livery to  the  plaintiffs,  they  have  accepted  the  same,  and  paid  the 
dra^s  of  the  Boyntons  upon  them,  on  its  account,  for  its  value.  It 
will  operate  as  a  great  fraud  on  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  are  compelled 
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not  only  to  lose  this  property,  but  also  the  money  advanced,  by 
testimony  showing  that  this  absolute  bill  of  sale  was  untruly  exe- 
cuted, and  that  another  agreement  in  parol,  was  made  at  the  same 
time,  under  which  they  are  to  be  divested  of  that  title  to  this 
property,  which  the  bill  of  sale  on  its  face,  purports  to  convey. 
Such  evidence  is  inadmissible  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  as  well  as 
contradicting  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument. 

Sanborn  Sf  Cailtn  are  concluded  by  their  actSy  from  denying  the 
title  and  right  of  the  Boyntons  to  thiff  property,  by  the  execution 
of  their  bill  of  sale,  and  order  for  the  delivery  of  its  possession. 
The  Boyntons  are  equally  concluded,  by  their  consignment  of  the 
property  to  the  plaintiifs,  and  their  drafls  on  them  on  its  account, 
for  its  value.  The  defetidants,  also,  are  concluded  from  denying 
the  plaintiffs  title  to  the  i)roperty  and  their  right  to  its  immediate 
possession,  by  the  execution  of  their  receipt  for  the  same,  as  for- 
warding merchants,  therein  acknowledging  to  have  received  the 
property  of  the  Boyntons,  to  be  forwarded  by  them  to  the  plaintiffs, 
at  Boston.  So  far  as  the  plaintiffs  are  concerned,  the  acts  of  all 
the  parties  operate  as  an  estoppel  in  pais,  preventing  thepi  from 
making  any  claim  to  this  property,  even,  if  as  between  the  Boyn- 
tons and  Sanborn  Sc  Catlin,  the  property  was  wrongfully  disposed 
of  by  the  Boyntons.  Thus  in  Pickering  v.  JRusk,  15  East.  R.  38, 
where  the  owner  of  hemp  caused  it  to  be  entered  on  the  books  of 
the  wharfinger,  in  the  name  of  the  broker,  who  was  its  purchaser 
for  him,  the  owner  was  held  bound  by  an  unauthorized  sale  by  the 
broker  to  another,  on  the  ground  that  the  entry  on  the  books  of  the 
icharjinyer,  was  by  the  directions  of  the  owner,  and  was  a  fraud  on 
the  purchaser,  unless  it  was  intended  that  he  should  be  authorized 
to  deal  with  the  property  as  his  own.  Lord  EUenborough  remark- 
ed, "  That  strangers  can  only  look  to  the  acts  of  the  parties,  and 
to  the  external  indicia  of  property,  and  if  a  person  authorize  an- 
other to  assume  the  apparent  right  of  disposing  of  i)roperty  in 
**  the  ordinary  course  of  trade,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  appar- 
ent authority  is  the  real  authority.  That  if  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  retain  the  dominion  over  the  hemp,  he  should  have  placed  it 
in  the  wharfingers  books  in  his  own  name^  So  in  the  case  of 
Dyer  v.  Pearson,  3  Bam.  &  Cress.  R.  38,  Abbott,  Ch.  J.,  re- 
marked, "  That  it  should  have  been  left  to  the^ury  to  say  whether 
^  the  plaintiff  had  by  his  own  act,  enabled  Smith  (the  agent)  tb 
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"  hold  himself  out  to  the  world  as  having  not  the  possession  only, 
"  but  the  property.  For  if  the  real  owner  of  goods  suffer  another 
"  to  have  possession  of  his  property,  and  of  those  documents  which 
"  are  the  indicia  of  property,  then  perhaps,  a  sale  by  such  person 
"  would  bind  the  true  owner."  This  doctrine  has  a  very  direct 
application  to  this  case.  For  it  was  the  act  of  Sanborn  Sf  Catlin 
that  furnished  the  Boyntons  with  this  absolute  bill  of  sale,  giving 
them  the  highest  evidence  of  ownership  and  right  of  possession, 
and  upon  the  strength  of  which  the  plaintiffs  have  purchased  the 
property  and  made  the  advances. 

Formerly  the  mere  acts,  or  admissions  of  a  party,  when  not  un- 
der seal,  or  of  record,  were  not  considered  as  estoppels,  and  had  no 
other  weight  than  that  ctf  evidence,  more  or  less  strong,  as  might 
be  considered  by  the  court  or  jury.  "  But  it  has  been  properly 
"observed  that  the  recent  decisions  of  the  courts,  both  in  this 
"  country  and  in  England,  have  given  a  much  broader  scope  to  the 
"  doctrine  of  estoppels  in  pais,  than  that  which  it  had  formerly,  and 
"  have  established,  that  i^iienever  an  act  was  done,  or  statement 
"  made,  which  cannot  be  contravened  or  contradicted  without  fraud 
"  on  his  part,  or  injury  to  others,  whose  conduct  has  been  influ- 
"  enced  thereby,  the  character  of  an  estoppel  will  attach  to  that, 
"  which  otherwise  would  be  matter  of  evidence.  Mid  it  will  become 
" binding,  even  in  opposition  to  proof  of  a  contrary  nature"  2 
Smith's  Lea.  Cas,  561,  and  cases  there  cited.  And  this  principle 
is  of  general  application  where  there  is — 1st,  An  act  or  admission 
inconsistent  with  the  evidence  offered,  or  title  set  up, —  2d,  An  act 
of  the  other  party  influenced  or  induced  by  such  act  or  admission, 
and — 3d,  An  injury  resulting  therefrom,  by  permitting  the  act  or 
admission  to  be  disproved.  Where  these  several  matters  unite, 
the  links  in  the  chain  are  formed  for  the  application  of  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  in  pais.  Dazell  v.  Odle,  3  Hill  R.  219.  Picord  v. 
Sears  et  al.,  6  Ad.  &  El.  469.  Gregg  v.  Wells,  10  Ad.  &  El. 
54.  Dameys  v.  Field,  4  Met.  R.  384.  Hatch  v.  Kimball,  1 6  Maine 
R.  146.  17  Vt.  R.  449.  Bicks  v.  Oram,  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas. 
562,  in  notes. 

These  facts  all  exist,  and  these  various  matters  unite,  in  the  case 
under  consideration.  For  in  the  first  place,  there  is  the  act  of  San- 
bom  Sc  Catlin,  in  •xecuting  the  bill  of  sale,  and  the  delivery  of  the 
^rder,  with  the  act  of  the  Boyntons  in  making  the  consignment  of 
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this  property  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  act  of  the  defendants,  as  for- 
warding merchants,  in  executing  their  receipt,  and  agreeing  to 
transport  the  property  to  the  plaintiffs,  at  Boston.  In  the  second 
place,  there  is  the  act  of  these  plaintiffs,  in  accepting  the  property 
consigned,  and  paying  the  drafts  that  were  made  on  its  account, 
all  of  which  are  inconsistent  with  the  title  and  claim  now  set  up, 
and  offered  to  he  proved.  And  in  the  third  place,  there  is  the 
damage  that  will  he  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  in  allowing  those 
facts  to  be  disproved,  in  the  loss  of  this  property,  as  well  as  the 
money  advanced.  In  preventing  the  party  from  making  such 
claim,  by  the  rejection  of  testimony  offered,  the  equity  and  justice 
of  the  case  was  evidently  sustained. 

The  case  of  McCombie  v.  Davis,  6  East.  R.  583,  is  not  inconsist- 
ent with  the  principles  here  decided,  as  in  that  case,  the  evidence 
of  title  was  wrongfully  obtained,  and  without  the  cu^  of  tlie  own^ 
er  of  the  property,  and  therefore,  he  shall  not  be  estopped. — 
And  of  this  character  are  those  cases  where  sales  have  been  made 
without  authority,  or  with  the  possession  of  those  evidences  that 
are  not  proper  doctunentary  evidences  of  title.  But  where  one  has 
the  proper  documentary  evidence  of  title,  given  hy  the  owner  of 
the  property,  he  is  bound  by  whatever  disposition  is  made  of  it. 
In  such  case  there  is  force  and  propriety  in  the  suggestion,  that 
where  one  of  two  parties  must  suffer  from  an  unauthorized  act,  the 
loss  should  fall  upon  the  owner  who  has  intrusted  the  party  with 
the  possession  of  his  property  and  the  evidence  of  title,  and  thereby 
enabled  him  to  commit  a  fraud,  and  should  not  be  visited  on  the 
vendee,  who  has  acted  in  good  faith,  and  with  proper  caution. 
We  think,  therefore,  the  testimony  offered  was  properly  rejected, 
and  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 
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Perkins,  Doe  &  Co.  v,  Harry  Bradley. 

Agent  and  Treasurer  of  Companies,     Their  Authority  and  Acts. 

Indorsement.     Declaration. 

The  general  Agent  or  Treasurer  of  a  corporation  or  joint  stock  company,  have  the 
right  to  negotiate  notes  and  bills  taken  in  his  name  of  office,  and  where  it  ap- 
pears that  such  companies  mtrust  their  treasurer  or  general  agent  to  take  notes, 
and  he  indorses  them,  his  acts  will  bind  the  company. 

And  this  authority  is  to  be  implied  from  his  being  treasurer  of  the  company,  and 
intrusted  with  the  notes  of  the  company,  and  their  being  made  pa)^able  to  him. 

And  in  declaring,  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  history  of  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the 
note,  without  setting  forth  the  authority  of  the  treasurer. 

And  it  would  be  sufficient  description  of  the  indorsement  to  say  **  and  by  them 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiff."  So,  also,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  say  "  that' the  agent 
of  said  company  indorsed  said  note  to  the  plaintiff,"  without  describing  said 
agent,  or  his  authority. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note  for  one  thousand  dollars, 
dated  April  3,  1849,  executed  by  the  defendant  and  made  paya- 
ble six  months  after  date  thereof,  for  value  received,  to  the  order 
of  the  treasurer  of  the  Burlington  Mill  Company,  and  by  the 
said  treasurer  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  action  was  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  indorsees  of  the  note ;  the  declar- 
ation set  forth,  that  the  defendant  made  his  note  in  writing,  paya- 
ble to  the  order  of  the  treasurer  of  the  Burlington  Mill  Company, 
and  that  said  treasurer  indorsed  said  note  before  payment,  by 
which  indorsement  he,  the  said  treasurer,  ordered  and  appointed 
the  said  sum  of  money  therein  specified,  to  be  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, &c.;  but  did  not  describe  the  said  treasurer  or  Mill  Compa- 
ny otherwise  than  as  above  stated. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  declaration  for  the  causes,  "  that 
said  declaration  does  not  set  forth  to  whom  the  promissory  note 
declared  on  was  made  payable,  nor  by  whom  the  note  was  indorsed 
to  the  plaintiffs." 

The  plaintiffs  joined  in  demurrer.  The  case  was  tried  by  the 
court  on  demurrer,  March  term,  1850, —  Bennett,  J.,  presiding. 
The  court  adjudged  the  declaration  insufficient,  and  that  defend- 
ant recover  his  costs.     Exceptions  by  the  plaintiffs. 
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S.  Wires  and  W.  W.  Peck  for  the  plaintiffs. 

1.  The  declaration  sets  forth  facts,  which  in  law  import  a  prom- 
ise to  the  Burlington  Mill  Company.  Vt.  Cen.  JR.  JR.  Co.  v. 
Ck^esy  21  Vt  R.  30.  Commercial  Bank  v.  French,  21  Pick.  R. 
486.     Bailey  et  oL  v.  Onondago  County  Ins.  Co.,  6  HiUs  R.  476. 

2.  The  declaration  shows  an  indorsement  to  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  payees  of  a  promise.  K  a  promise  to  the  agent  or  treasurer 
of  the  payees,  was  a  promise  to  them,  an  indorsement  by  the  agent 
or  treasurer  of  the  payees  was  an  indorsement  by  them,  and  the 
averment  of  the  indorsement  by  the  agent  or  treasurer  is  equiva- 
lent to  the  averment  of  an  indorsement  by  the  payees.  The  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration  is  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  the  pay- 
ees indorsed  by  their  treasurer,  and  that  would  clearly  have  been 
good.  Story  on  Agency,  115.  Angel  &  Ames  on  Corporations, 
295  and  296. 

Charles  JRtisseU  for  defendant. 

1.  The  declaration  does  not  sufficiently  aver  the  plaintiff  to  be 
l^;ally  entitled  to  the  note,  so  as  to  maintain  this  action  in  their 
names  as  indorsees.  Gould's  PL  172,  Sec.  7  and  8.  1  Chitty  PI. 
302. 

The  Burlington  Mill  Co.  is  the  payee  of  the  note.  It  is  now 
well  settled  that  a  note  in  form,  payable  to  the  officer,  as  treasurer 
or  clerk  of  a  corporation,  not  otherwise  naming  him,  and  at  the 
same  time  naming  the  corporation,  is  a  note  payable  to  the  corpo- 
ration which  is  named,  and  must  be  declared  on  as  such. 

The  declaration  ought  to  have  declared  upon  the  described  in- 
strument as  a  note  made  to  the  Burlington  Mill  Company,  and 
that  the  company  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  declaration 
contained  no  such  averment,  and  is  bad.  Bank  of  the  U.  S.  v. 
Lyman  et  al.,  20  Vt.  R.  666.  Vt.  Cen.  R.  JR.  Co.  v.  Clayes,  21 
Vt-  30. 

2.  If  in  law,  the  treasurer  .of  the  company  might  maintain  an 
action  on  the  note  declared  on  in  his  own  name,  and  might  indorse 
the  note  to  the  plaintiffs  so  as  to  transfer  to  them  the  legal  inter- 
est and  right  of  action, — yet  the  declaration  is  bad,  for  the  reason 
that  the  declaration  docs  not  set  forth  to  whom  the  note  was  made, 
nor  by  whom  it  was  indorsed.  The  declaration  does  not  alledge  ' 
that  any  person,  nor  who  was  treasurer,  that  any  person,  nor  who 
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indorsed  the  note.     Chitt.  on  Bills  10,  Ed.  227  and  228.     2  Chit 
PL  124. 

3.  A  legal  indorsement  of  the  note  being  necessary  to  give  the 
plaintiffs  the  right  of  action  in  their  own  names,  the  indorsement 
is  a  material  and  traversable  fact.  The  declaration  ought,  there- 
fore, by  averment  to  have  informed  the  defendant  that  there  was 
a  treasurer  of  the  Burlington  Mill  Company,  and  who  was  such 
treasurer;  that  the  defendant  might  traverse  the  allegation.  1 
Stephens,  N.  P.  949. 

By  the  Coubt.  The  causes  of  demurrer  assigned  in  the  de- 
murrer, are,  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  declaration,  to  whom 
the  note  was  made  payable,  or  by  whom  it  was  indorsed. 

It  seems  to  be  conceded,  that  a  promissory  note  payable  to  a 
corporation's  agent,  or  officer,  described  as  such,  is  payable  to  the 
corporation.  If  so,  then  this  note,  upon  the  face  of  it,  is  to  be  re- 
garded, as  made  payable  to  the  Burlington  Mill  Company,  and  it  is 
sufficient  so  to  declare,  describing  it  in  terms.  This  company  is 
not  described  as  a  corporation,  but  its  very  name  seems  to  indi- 
cate that  it  is  either  a  corporation,  or  a  joint  stock  company,  and 
not  an  ordinary  mercantile  partnership.  And  both  these  classes 
of  companies  transact  their  business  exclusively  by  agents.  And 
when  it  becomes  necessary  for  them  to  deal  to  any  extent  in  ne- 
gotiable paper,  this  is  done  by  agents  in  pursuance  of  the  Statutes 
and  By-laws  of  the  company ;  or  what  is  equally  binding  upon 
them,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  their  business. 

In  the  case  of  banks,  this  is  done  by  cashiers ;  by  railroads  this 
is  done  by  superintendents  or  treasurers ;  and  so  of  other  similar 
corporations,  or  joint  stock  companies. 

It  is  now  perfectly  well  settled,  that  a  note  payable  to  the  cash- 
ier of  a  bank,  may  be  indorsed  by  him.  Mid  so,  too,  if  made  pay- 
able to  the  bank ;  for  the  courts  take  notice  that  such  is  their  bus- 
iness. Wild  V.  Bank  of  Passamaquoddy^  3  Mason,  505.  "  Pri- 
ma facie,  therefore,"  says  Judge  Story,  in  this  case,  in  regard  to 
the  power  of  a  cashier  of  a  bank,  "  he  must  be  deemed  to  have 
authority  to  transfer  and  indorse  negotiable  securities  held  by  the 
bank  for  its  use  and  its  behalf."  And  we  think  the  known  gener- 
al agent  of  all  these  companies,  must  be  taken  to  have  the  right 
to  negotiate  such  notes  or  bills  as  are  taken  in  his  name  of  office. 
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and  intrusted  to  his  care  and  control.  And  ex  v%  termini  the  of- 
fice of  treasurer  and  cashier  are  identical,  i.  e.,  the  one  who  has 
the  custody  of  the  cash  or  securities,  the  moneys  and  property  of 
the  company. 

For  myself,  I  am  content  to  adopt  one  standing  rule  of  constiruc- 
tion,  which  now  has  become  universal,  both  as  to  pleading  and 
contracts,  which  may  be  considered  a  free  translation  of  the  latin 
maxim,  ut  res  magis  valeat,  so  to  construe  everything,  that  all  which 
is  good  may  prevail,  and  all  which  is  bad,  perish ;  and  that  those 
who  attempt  to  escape  from  apparent  justice  by  criticism,  ought 
not  to  complain  if  reasonable  intendments  only  are  made  to  defeat 
unnatural  and  unreasonable  ones. 

The  same  rule  would,  no  doubt,  be  extended  to  other  financial 
agents  of  such  companies.  And  where  it  appears  that  such  a 
company  intrusts  their  treasurer  to  take  notes,  and  he  indorses 
them,  his  act  should  bind  the  company.  And  if  his  authority  is ' 
to  be  implied  from  his  being  the  treasurer  of  the  company  and 
intrusted  with  the  notes  of  the  company,  and  their  being  made 
payable  to  him,  and  we  think  this  cannot  be  denied,  then  it  is  suf- 
ficient so  to  describe  the  history  of  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  note, 
and  the  present  declaration  is  sufficient.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
set  forth  the  authority  of  the  treasurer,  it  is  fairly  implied.  And 
if  he  has  authority  to  receive,  he  has  equally  to  indorse,  so  as  to 
pass  the  title  between  the  company  and  those  persons  to  whom  the 
note  shall  be  passed. 

The  only  question  here  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  show  on  the 
face  of  the  declaration,  a  right  to  sue,  so  that  the  judgment  will 
exonerate  the  defendant  from  a  second  suit  upon  the  note. 

And  it  seems  to  us  that  producing  the  note,  which  he  must  do, 
before  his  judgment  is  perfected,  and  showing  also  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  very  officer  to  whom  the  note  was  made  payable,  and 
with  whom  it  was  intrusted,  is  sufficient.  The  declaration  must 
be  taken  to  imply  that  the  note  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs. 
The  term  indorsement,  ex  vi  termini,  imports  tradition  to,  as  well 
as  ordering  the  contents  paid  to  plaintiff. 

And  it  seems  to  us  that  these  facts  are  fiUedged  in  a  sufficiently 
traversable  form,  and  that  it  could  be  of  no  importance  practical- 
ly, to  require  the  name  of  the  treasurer  to  be  set  forth. 

Doubtless  if  the  suit  was  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  it 
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should  be  described  as  such,  and  so  of  the  treasurer,  perhaps,  if 
made  a  party  to  a  suit,  he  should  be  described  more  fully.  As  it 
is  common  to  describe  parties  to  suits,  not  only  by  name,  but  by 
their  residence,  and  in  the  English  courts  by  their  proper  addition. 
But  in  tracing  title  to  a  note,  or  bill,  nothing  more  is  ever  required 
than  to  describe  the  history  of  the  conveyance  in  the  briefest  man- 
ner which  is  intelligible.  And  this  is  sufficiently  intelligible,  un- 
less we  make  fools  of  ourselves  that  we  may  seem  wise.  All  that 
could  be  required  here  in  describing  the  indorsement  is,  "  and  by 
them  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs." 

It  is  never  important  to  describe  the  mode.  It  may  be  done 
in  numerous  modes,  and  that  is  indifferent.  It  will  appear  and 
may  be  met  in  proof.  So  too,  it  might  have  been  said  the  com- 
pany indorsed  the  note  hy  their  agent^  without  describing  how  the 
agency  was  created,  v  And  so  equally  might  it  be  said  that  the 
agent  of  said  company  indorsed  said  note  to  the  plaintiff,  without 
describing  either  the  agent  or  his  authority.  But  if  the  authority 
is  attempted  to  be  set  forth,  it  must  not  appear  to  be  defective. 

And  we  think  a  common  intendment  in  regard  to  the  present 
declaration,  ut  res  magis  valeaty  will  make  it  good,  and  we  do  not 
esteem  it  the  duty  of  a  court,  in  regard  to  special  demurrers  ever 
to  make  themselves  sharp  for  distinction. 

Judgment  reversed  and  judgment  that  declaration  is  sufficients 


Frederick  W.  Gates  v.  Charles  Adams,  James  Morse, 
Seth  Morse,  Miron  Morse,  Roy  Blinn,  T.  Follett, 
L.  Follett,  G.  A.  Austin,  John  Herrick,  H.  Freeman, 
T.  Conner,  W.  D.  Kidder,  and  Lemuel  Drew. 

[In  Chancery.] 

When  Anstcer  is  to  he  taken  as  true.  Important  matters  to  he  al- 
Udged,  Fraud  will  not  he  presumed.  Rule  for  apportioning 
Mortgage^  when  several  paroles  of  land  are  in  the  mortgage. 

When  a  case  stxmds  on  bill  and  answer,  and  the  answer  is  not  traversed,  the  alle- 
gations which  the  defendant  makes  by  way  of  belief,  comes  within  the  general 
rule,  and  in  such  case,  the  answer  is  to  be  taken  as  tme. 
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Important  and  cardinal  matter  in  a  defense  should  be  in  some  way  alledged,  and 
not  be  left  to  inference,  merely. 

The  plaintiff  executed  a  release  in  these  words, — **  This  mortgage  is  discharged,  a 
second  mortgage  having  been  giren  of  other  lands  to  secure  the  same  debt."  It 
was  held,  that  in  order  to  have  this  release  defeat  the  plaintiffs'  right,  it  should 
appear  that  it  is  a  fraud  upon  the  defendants,  and  executed  under  such  circum- 
stances as  to  effect  the  plaintiff  with  the  fraud,  and  if  fraud  is  not  alledged,  the 
court  will  not  presume  it,  but  the  contrary. 

And  again,  if  the  defendants  would  compel  the  plaintiff,  (when  several  pieces  of 
land  are  in  the  mortgage,)  to  go  altogether  against  one  piece  of  land,  they  must 
show  such  a  state  of  the  title,  as  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  get  his  pay,  or  else 
charge  him  with  the  release,  under  such  a  state  of  facts  and  knowledge,  as  to 
make  it  express  firaud  upon  the  defendants. 

If  several  parcels  of  real  estate  are  in  the  mortgage,  the  mortgage  is  to  be  appor- 
,  tioned  upon  the  land  according  to  value,  then  give  a  time  for  the  owner  of  each 
to  redeem  his  portion,  and  upon  failure  to'  be  foreclosed,  and  if  both  or  neither 
redeem,  that  will  end  it;  if  one  redeems  his  portion  and  the  other  not,  then  the 
one  redeeming  his  own,  must  also  redeem  the  other,  or  forfeit  the  whole  estate ; 
and  if  he  does,  then  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  take  the  ^srhole  estate. 

The  case  of  Howt  v.  Chittenden^  1  Vt  28,  carries  the  notion  of  apportioning  a  mort- 
gage security  upon  different  parcels  of  the  security,  further  than  is  altogether 
consistent  with  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.     The  facts  of  the  case 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Phelps  Sf  Chittenden  for  plaintiff. 

Z.  Underwood  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  This  is  a  bill  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage, 
executed  by  defendant  Adams,  on  the  30th  day  of  December, 
1843.  The  bill  alledges  that  on  the  19th  day  of  February,  1844, 
Adams  conveyed  a  portion  of  the  premises  to  the  three  defendants 
Morse,  that  they  conveyed  to  Herrick  a  portion  of  the  same  prem- 
ises conveyed  to  them  ;  that  Adams  conveyed  another  portion  to 
Herrick  on  the  1st  day  of  March,  1844 ;  that  Adams  conveyed 
another  portion  of  the  premises  to  Russell,  28th  February,  1844, 
and  so  at  different  times,  portions  of  the  land  were  conveyed  to  all 
the  defendants,  praying  a  foreclosure  of  their  title. 
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The  defendants  insist,  in  their  answer,  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
first  day  of  December,  1843,  took  a  mortgage  of  Adams,  upon  an- 
other piece  of  land,  to  secure  the  same  debt,  which  was  the  prop- 
erty of  Adams,  in  fee  simple,  and  which  was  ample  security  for 
the  debt. 

They  further  alledged,  fhat  on  the  23d  day  of  March,  1847,  the 
plaintiff  put,  or  caused  to  be  put,  upon  the  record  of  deeds,  in  the 
town  of  Burlington,  the  following,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  upon 
the  margin  of  the  record  of  the  mortgage  deed,  and  duly  certified 
by  the  town  clerk,  the  original  being  either  upon  the  original  deed, 
or  a  slip  of  paper  intended  to  be  attached  to  the  deed. 

"  This  mortgage  is  discharged,  a  second  mortgage  having  been 
given  of  other  lands,  to  secure  the  same  debt."  And  whether  this 
is,  or  is  not,  an  effectual  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  the  defendants 
claim  that  the  plaintiff  be  compelled  to  go  for  his  debt  altogether, 
against  the  land  first  mortgaged,  or  else  lose  it ;  and  at  all  events, 
that  the  mortgage  be  apportioned  upon  the  whole  land  according 
to  value.  The  answer  farther  alledges,  that  the  defendants  be- 
lieve the  plaintiff  knew,  at  the  time  he  caused  the  release  to  be 
recorded,  of  the  conveyances  to  defendants,  and  they  also  alledged 
that  they  had  paid  to  Adams  the  full  value  of  the  price  of  the 
land,  before  the  record  of  the  release,  that  the  conveyances  to  them 
are  by  covenants  of  title ;  but  Adams  is  now  insolvent,  and  unable 
to  refund  the  money  paid  by  them. 

The  case  was  heard  in  the  court  of  chancery,  on  bill  and  answer. 
A  question  is  made,  to  what  extent  the  facts  alledged  in  the  de- 
fendants* answer,  are  to  be  taken  as  true.  We  entertained  no 
doubt  what<3ver,  that  allegations  which  defendants  make  by  w^ay 
of  belief,  come  within  the  general  rule,  that  in  such  case  the  an- 
swer is  to  be  taken  as  true,  and  for  the  reason,  that  had  the  answer 
been  traversed,  the  defendants  would  undoubtedly  have  been  allow- 
ed to  prove  facts,  so  alledged.  Any  other  tule  then,  upon  this 
subject,  would  do  great  injustice. 

In  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  defense,  there  can  be  little  doubt, 
that  the  general  principles  contended  for  by  the  defendants,  are 
well  founded,  and  that  in  a  supposable  state  of  facts,  which  seems 
in  argument  to  be  assumed  to  exist  here,  they  would  apply  to  the 
present  case. 

But  the  answers  seem  to  us  not  to  contain  any  such  defense. 
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The  claim  that  the  plaintiff  shall  lose  his  debt,  so  far  as  this  bill  is 
concerned,  goes  upon  the  ground,  that  in  equity,  it  rested  wholly 
upon  the  other  piece  of  land.  This  is  urged  first,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  mortgage  first  in  time,  was  the  primary  security,  to  which 
plaintiff  was  bound  first  to  look.  But  we  do  not  think  any  such 
relation  follows  from  the  mere  order  of  execution,  and  nothing  else 
appears  in  the  case,  upon  this  point.  Secondly  it  is  urged,  that  if 
the  other  land  is  still  in  Adams'  possession,  except  the  plaintiff's 
lien,  that  should  first  be  made  chargeable  with  the  debt.  That  is 
no  doubt  so,  but  we  think  so  cardinal  a  matter  in  the  defense, 
should  be  in  some  way  alledged,  and  not  be  left  to  inference  mere- 
ly. For  anything  appearing  upon  these  papers,  Adams  might 
have  sold  that  piece  of  land  first,  and  if  so,  it  was  thereby  relieved 
from  the  burdens  of  the  mortgage,  the  same  as  the  defendants 
argued,  as  to  themselves.  And  if  this  be  so,  it  was  highly  proper 
the  plaintiff  should  release  that  portion  of  the  security,  and  go 
against  the  defendants  for  the  whole  debt;  and  that  would  make 
the  release,  imperfect  as  it  is  under  the  statute,  no  doubt  good,  in 
favor  of  those  equitably  entitled  to  enforce  it 

But  if  no  such  state  of  facts  exist,  and  no  rights  have  accrued 
in  faith  of  the  release,  we  do  not  think  the  release  could  defeat  any 
rights  of  these  defendants  to  contribution,  or  even  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  go  against  the  other  piece  of  land,  if  so  ordered  by  a  court  of 
equity.  For  the  paper,  referring  his  redress  upon  this  piece,  only^ 
purports  an  agreement  to  look  to  the  other  mortgage,  and  if  xhj^ 
party  were  denied  that,  by  a  court  of  equity,  and  had  exeeviied 
the  release,  in  all  good  faith,  with  the  honest  belief,  that  he  c«Mild 
lawfully  go  against  the  other  land,  the  mistake,  as  between  the 
parties,  would  no  doubt  find  a  correction  in  a  court  of  equity. 

And  if  the  defendants  would  show  any  obstacle  to  themselves, 
growing  out  of  the  release,  and  that  others  have  acted  ^in  faith  of 
it,  they  should  so  aver  in  their  answers.  For  to  have  this  release 
defeat  plaintiff's  right,  it  should  appear  that  it  is  a  fraud  upon  de- 
fendants, and  was  executed  under  such  circumstances  as  to  affect 
the  plaintiff  with  the  fraud.  Nothing  of  this  is  alledged.  And 
we  are  certainly  not  to  presume  fraud,  but  the  contrary. 

Prima  fcLcie  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  go  against  either  piece 
of  land  for  his  debt,  and  if  the  defendants  will  compel  him  to  go 
altogether  against  one,  they  must  show,  such  a  state  of  the  title,  as 
XXIV.  6 
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wiU  enable  the  plaintiff  to  get  his  pay,  if  he  does  go  there,  or  else 
charge  hiro  with  the  release,  under  such  a  state  of  facts  and  knowl- 
edge, as  make  it  an  express  fraud  upon  the  defendantSr  As  the 
case  now  stands,  the  orator  is  entitled  to  have  the  decree  affirmed. 

Whether  this  will  embarrass  the  defendants  remedy  over,  they 
will  judge*  My  brethren  think  it  would  not.  I  do  not  feel  at  all 
assured  upon  that  point.  I  should  sooner  think  it  might.  Es- 
pecially, if  in  any  event  the  plaintiff  should  have  to  lose  his  debt 
by  reason  of  the  release.  Fot  if  the  facts  exist  which  they  argue, 
they  might  require  to  ask  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  plaintiff  to 
refund  the  very  money,  which  he  obtains  by  this  decree,  which 
would  look  awkward. 

"We  think  the  case  of  Jlotre  v.  Chittenden,  1  Vt.  carried  the 
notion  of  apportioning  a  mortgage  security  upon  the  different  par- 
<;els  of  the  security,  further  than  is  altogether  consistent  with  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee-  Under  our  practice,  a  sale  of  the  premises 
IB  never  decreed.  All  then  which  could  be  ccHisistent  with  the 
lights  of  the  mortgagee,  is  to  apportion  the  mortgage  upon  the  land 
according  to  value,  and  first  foreclose  the  mortgage,  then  give  a 
time  for  the  owner  of  each  parcel  to  redeem  his  portion,  and  upon 
failure  to  be  foreclosed,  and  if  both  or  neither  redeemed,  that  will 
end  it  If  one  redeems  his  portion,  and  the  other  not,  then  the 
one  redeeming  his  own,  must  also  redeem  the  other,  or  forfeit  the 
whole  estate,  and  if  he  does,  then  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  take  the 
while  estate.  This  will  do  equity  to  all  parties,  and  it  is  the  only 
way  it  can  be  done,  under  our  practice,  as  it  seems  to  me. 

It  seems  probable  that  the  defendants,  in  this  case,  may  require 
a  cross  bill,  or  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  cross  bill,  to  adjust  this 
whole  matter,  if  such  facts  exist  as  to  give  them  an  equity,  and 
especially  if  the  validity  of  that  release  is  important,  but  this  will 
depend  very  much  upon  what  the  facts  are,  and  the  counsel  can 
better  judge  of  that. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs,  unless  upon  terms,  the  defendant* 
are  allowed  to  amend,  in  the  discretion  of  the  chancellor. 
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John  Peck,  John  H.  Peck,  Cassius  P.  Peck  and  Edward 
W.  Peck  v.  Harmon  S.  Barnum,  principal  debtor,  and 
William  Eggleston,  Benajah  Barker,  Henry  V.  B. 
Barker  and  Storm  R.  Haight,  Trustees. 

[Decided  July  Special  Tenn,  1862.] 

Drtutee  process  as  to  partners.     Plea  in  abatement.     Motion  to 

dismiss. 

Members  of  a  partnership,  a  part  of  whom  reside  in  this  State,  and  a  part  in  another 
State,  who  form  their  partnership  and  carry  on  their  partnership  business  in  this 
State  can  be  held  chargeable  as  the  trustees  of  one  to  whom  they  are  indebted 
in  this  State. 

Tliat  which  goes  to  the  whole  merits  of  the  action,  cannot  properly  be  pleaded  in 
abatement,  nor  can  it  be  tried  on  a  motion  to  dismiss. 

Action  on  book  account,  in  which  Storm  R.  Haight,  Henry 
V.  B.  Barker,  William  Eggleston  and  Benajah  Barker,  as  partners 
under  the  firm  of  Eggleston,  Barker  &  Co.  were  summoned  as 
trostees  of  the  principal  debtor.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court  against  the  principal  debtor,  to  which  there  were  no 
exceptions. 

Several  questions  arose  at  different  times  in  the  course  of  the 
trial,  in  relation  to  the  liability  of  the  trustees — the  first  was  on  a 
plea  in  abatement  —  the  second  was  a  motion  to  dismiss — the 
third  upon  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer  of  the  trustees,  and  the 
plaintiffs  replication  thereto. 

The  only  question  involved  in  each,  was  whether  Eggleston  and 
Benajah  Barker,  being  resident  citizens  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
at  the  time,  and  ever  since  the  service  of  process  upon  them,  could 
be  held  as  the  trustees  of  the  principal  debtor,  notwithstanding  he 
was  at  that  time" a  resident  citizen  of  this  State,  and  the  business  in 
which  the  firm  of  Eggleston,  Barker  &  Co.  were  engaged,  was 
within  this  State,  and  the  money  due  to  the  principal  debtor  from 
them  was  payable  here. 

Upon  each  of  these  questions,  the  county  court  decided  that 
Eggleston  and  Benajah  Barker  were  not  liable  as  trustees,  and 
rendered  judgment  for  the  trustees ;  to  which  the  plaintiffs  ex- 
cepted. 
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Asahel  Peck  and  William  W.  Peck  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  answers  of  the  trustees  should  have  been  dismissed,  so  far 
as  they  related  to  the  residence  of  the  trustees,  this  should  have 
been  pleaded  in  abatement,  that  an  issue  might  have  been  taken 
thereon. 

Haight  and  H.  V.  B.  Barker  are  within  the  terms  and  object  of 
the  Statute.     Rev.  Stat.  Ch.  29,  §  4  and  46. 

They  are  residents  ;  and  in  case  of  a  joint  debt,  and  a  non-resi- 
dence of  one  or  more  of  the  joint  debtors,  the  creditor  may  proceed 
against  the  resident  debtor. 

Then  debtors  may,  when  they  have  non-resident  co-debtors,  be 
charged  as  trustees.  Parker  et  al.  v.  Danforih^  Tr,y  16  Mass. 
299.  Stat,  of  Mass.  of  1794,  Vol.  2,  p.  673.  TingUy  v.  Bate- 
man  4"  Tr,^  10  Mass.  350.  Ray  v.  Underwood  ^  Tr.,  3  Pick. 
802.  JHdrt  v.  Anthony  ^  Tr.y  15  Pick.  445.  Danforth  v.  Gray 
4-  TV.,  3  Met.  564.  Pettis  v.  Spaulding  ^  Tr.,  21  Vt.  66.  Kid- 
der et  al.  V.  Packem  et  al,,  13  Moss.  80.  JffuU  v.  Blake,  13  Mass. 
153.  Waller  v.  AUpi,  22  Pick.  245.  Baylies  v.  Houghton  et  al. 
4"  TV.,  15  Vt.  626.  Chase,  Grew  ^  Co.  v.  Haughton  et  al.,  ^  Tr., 
16  Vt.  594. 

The  non-resident  debtors  having  been  notified,  may  be  consider- 
ed as  amenable  on  account  of  the  situs  of  the  debt,  and  the  fact 
that  their  co-partners  are  residents,  and  summoned. 

Phelps  4"  Chittenden  and  Smalley  for  the  trustees. 

1.  The  decision  upon  Eggleston's  andB.  Barker's  plea  in  abate- 
ment, was  obviously  correct.  The  statute  exempts  any  person 
who  resides  without  this  state,  without  any  reference  to  the  place 
where  the  debt  was  contracted,  and  the  joinder  of  those  who  are 
residents  of  the  state  with  them,  as  trustees,  does  not  take  away 
the  exemption. 

2.  The  motion  to  dismiss  the  answer  to  the  plaintiffs  allegations 
was  properly  overruled.  It  was  entirely  unnecessary,  if  not  im- 
proper, to  plead  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer  in  abatement, 
because  they  show  tlie  fund  in  the  trustees  hands  not  attachable. 
Any  fact  of  this  character  may  with  propriety  be  stated  in  the 
answer. 

The  plaintiffs  proposition  would  not  only  deprive  both  parties 
of  the  trustees  statement  on  oath  as  to  such  facts,  but  result  in  the 
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absurdity  of  permitting  a  fund  to  be  attached,  which  is  legally 
exempt. 

3.  The  county  court  was  right  in  discharging  the  trustees  upon 
the  facts  stated  in  the  answer  and  replication.  It  is  an  invariable 
rule,  that  to  reach  a  debt  due  from  a  firm,  the  whole  firm  must  be 
summoned  in  their  partnership  capacity — Pettis  y.  Spaulding  ^r 
TV.,  21  Vt  66, — and  one  of  two  joint  debtors,  cannot  be  held  with- 
out the  other,  for  the  joint  debt, — Rix  v.  EUiotty  1  N.  Hamp.  184. 
Hudson  T.  Hant,  6  N.  Hs  538.  6  Mass.  60, — and  rests  upon  the  same 
principle  as  a  suit  between  creditor  and  debtor,  and  applies  with 
much  greater  force  where  a  part  of  the  firm  are  not  only  not  sum- 
moned, but  are  expressly  exempted  by  law,  and  this  exemption 
is  not  merely  personal.     It  is  an  exemption  of  the  fund. 

This  is  founded  on  the  obvious  reason,  that  as  the  statute  can 
have  no  force  without  the  State,  the  foreign  trustee  may  be  sued 
or  summoned  there  at  the  same  time  he  is  compelled  to  pay  it 
here  under  this  process. 

It  necessarily  results,  therefore,  that  as  the  whole  debt  is  due 
'  from  all,  and  as  the  exemption  is  of  the  fund,  in  the  hands  of  the 
foreign  trustee,  the  whole  fund  is  exempt. 

Parker  v.  Danforth  4"  TV.,  16  Mass  299,  relied  on  by  the  plain- 
tiffs proceeds  upon  entirely  different  ground?.  No  provision  ex- 
empting non-residents,  exists  in  the  Massachusetts  trustee  act. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  questions  in  this  case,  arise  on  three  bills  of  ex- 
ceptions, which  have  been  allowed  during  the  progress  of  the  trial 
of  the  case.  The  first  is  on  a  plea  in  abatement ;  the  second  on  a 
motion  to  dismiss,  and  the  third  upon  facts  set  forth  in  the  seventh 
answer  of  the  trustees,  to  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the 
replication  thereto. 

The  action  is  on  book  against  Bamum,  as  principal  debtor,  and 
WiDiam  Eggleston,  Benajah  Barker,  H.  V.  B.  Barker  and  Storm 
R.  Haight,  of  the  firm  of  Eggleston,  Barker  &  Co.,  as  trustees  ; 
judgment  having  been  rendered  against  the  principal  debtor,  no 
question  arises  on  that  part  of  the  case  ;  neither  does  any  question 
arise  on  the  present  investigation,  as  to  any  actual  indebtedness  be- 
tween the  trustees  and  the  principal  debtor.  For  if  such  indebt- 
edness exist,  it  is  insisted  that  the  trustees  are  not  chargeable  in 
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this  action.  That  as  Eggleston  and  Benajah  Barker  were  resi- 
dents of  the  State  of  New  York,  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
the  act  creates  an  exemption  of  their  persons,  as  well  as  of  the 
debt,  from  the  operation  of  this  process.  The  case  admits  they 
were  residents  of  that  State,  and  that  the  other  members  of  the 
firm  were  residents  of  Burlin^on,  in  this  State,  at  which  place  the 
debts  respectively  accrued,  the  partnership  was  formed,  and  the 
business  of  the  firm  transacted  ;  so  that  the  general  question  arises, 
whether  the  members  of  a  partnership,  part  of  whom  reside  in  this 
State,  and  part  in  another,  can  under  such  circumstances,  be  held 
chargeable  as  Trustees  of  one  to  whom  they  are  indebted  within 
this  State. 

The  Compiled  Statutes  p.  256,  gives  to  creditors  the  benefit  of 
this  process,  by  which  the  estate  of  the  principal  debtor,  both  real 
and  personal,  can  be  attached,  as  well  as  debts  and  claims  due  to 
him  from  others  ;  and  this  property,  so  attached,  can  be  held  by 
the  creditor  for  the  payment  of  such  judgment  as  shall  be  obtained 
against  the  principal  debtor.  This  statute  is  remedial  in  its  char- 
acter, and  should  be  so  liberally  construed  that  full  effect  may  be 
given  to  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  its  passage.  It  should 
be  borne  in  mind  also,  that  this  act  was  passed  cotemporaneously 
with  the  act  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt.  Thus  while  reliev- 
ing the  person  of  debtors  from  arrest  and  imprisonment  on  matters 
arising  ex  contractu^  the  Legislature  intended  to  extend  the  rem- 
edy of  the  creditor,  by  creating  a  lien,  under  this  process,  upon  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  the  debtor,  as  well  as  debts  and  claims 
due  to  him. 

It  is,  therefore,  a  matter  of  justice  as  well  as  propriety,  that 
such  construction  be  given  the  act,  that  all  the  effects  of  such  debtor 
be  held  for  that  purpose,  unless  expressly  exempted  by  its  provis- 
ions. It  can  in  no  way  injuriously  affect  the  trustees,  for  every 
matter  of  defense,  or  subject  of  consideration,  is  available  under 
this  prosecution,  which  would  be  available  if  the  matter  was  pros- 
ecuted by  their  immediate  creditor.  All  they  are  required  to  do, 
is  to  discharge  to  the  creditor  in  this  suit,  that  obligation,  they  are 
bound  to  perform  to  the  principal  debtor.  Under  this  general 
view  of  the  act,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  court  to  protect  what- 
ever lien  may  have  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  under  this  pro- 
cess, unless  it  is  in  contravention  of  some  positive  rule  of  law. 
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The  6th  section  provides,  ^'  That  no  person  shall  be  summoned 
"  as  trustee,  unless  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ,  he  resides 
"in  this  State."     Under  this  provision, it  is  claimed  these  trustees 
are  not  chargeable,  as  two  of  the  firm  were  residing  in  the  State 
of  New  York,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ,  and  being 
specially  excepted  from  the  act,  all  the  members  of  the  firm  are 
likewise  excepted,  as  none  are  liable  to  be  prosecuted  on  this  joint 
ckdm,  only  when  all  the  partners  are,  or  can  be  made  legal  parties 
to  the  record.     In  making  this  exception  from  the  general  pro- 
vision of  the  act,  it  is  manifest  the  Legislature  had  in  view  but 
one  class  of  cases,  and  that  was  the  case  where  the  trustee  with 
the  rights  and  credits  in  his  hands  was  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  State  ^at  the  service  of  the  writ,  but  was  a  resident  of  an- 
other State,  and    subject  to  its  laws  and  jurisdiction.     In  this 
respect,  that  provision  of  the  act  is  declaratory  of  the  common  law. 
It  was  accordingly  held  by  Sewall,  J.,  in   Tingley  v.  Bateman 
and  Trustee^  10  Mass.  Rep.  350,  that  the  trustee  process,  is  like  a 
process  in  rem,  in  which  a  chase  in  action  is  attached  for  the  debt 
of  the  principal.    That  these  species  of  effects  are,  for  this  purpose 
considered  local,  as  remaining  at  the  residence  of  the  debtor,  or 
person  entrusted  for  the  principal,  and  are  not  to  be  considered  as 
following  the  person  of  the  debtor ;  and  that  a  resident  of  another 
State,  is  not  in  legal  contemplation,  within  the  process  of  this 
court,  to  be  summoned  as  trustee,  any  more  than  the  goods  or 
effects  of  a  debtor  are  liable  to  be  taken  by  attachment  while  re- 
maining deposited  within  the  bounds  of  a  neighboring  State.     The 
same  doctrine  is  found  in  6  N.  Hamp.  Rep.  497.     15  Pick.  Rep. 
445,  and  3  Met.  Rep.  564.     This  is  also  the  rule  in  England,  under 
the  process  of  foreign  attachment,  as  existing  under  the  custom  of 
London.     2  Chitty.  Rep.  438.     3  Doug.  Rep.  281. 

It  is  to  cases  of  that  character,  therefore,  where  all  the  parties 
reside  in  another  State,  that  the  application  of  that  section  of  the 
act  should  be  confined.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  it  can  have 
no  application  to  the  case  under  consideration,  where  some  of  the 
trustees  reside  in  this  State,  where  tjie  partnership  was  formed  and 
had  its  place  of  business ;  and  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  debt 
was  contracted  or  payable  abroad,  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  it  was 
contracted  and  payable  here.  Under  such  facts,  the  reasoning  of 
Judge  Sewall  will  have  the  effect  to  charge  the  trustees,  for  if 
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in  legal  contemplation,  such  effects  are  considered  local  for  this 
purpose,  and  as  remaining  at  the  residence  of  the  dehtor,  or  person 
entrusted  for  the  principal,  then  it  must  he  considered  that  these 
effects  are  remaining  where  the  partnership  was  formed,  their 
husiness  transacted,  and  where  two  of  their  number  resided. 
There  can  be  no  propriety  in  considering  them  as  following  the 
persons  of  the  absent  members  of  the  firm. 

Under  those  circmnstances,  such  effects  are  as  liable  to  be  reach- 
ed by  this  process,  as  are  the -goods  of  any  debtor  deposited  within 
the  bounds  of  this  State.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  this  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  that  prevents  the  prosecution  of  this  suit. 
And  if  any  difficulty  exists,  it  must  be  in  the  application  of  other 
principles,  rendering  its  prosecution  inconsistent  with  the  general 
policy  of  the  law,  and  attended  with  insecurity  to  the  individuals 
sunmioned  as  trustees. 

That  there  are  difficulties  of  a  general  character,  and  some 
arising  possibly  from  the  want  of  more  specific  legislation  applica- 
ble to  cases  of  this  kind,  is  not  to  be  disputed,  and  which  have  been 
urged  upon  our  consideration  in  the  argument  of  the  case.  Among 
these  it  is  said,  that  the  statute  can  have  no  effect  without  the 
State  ;  that  the  absent  members  of  the  firm  may  be  sued  in  that 
State,  for  the  same  matters,  and  that  a  judgment  in  this  suit 
against  the  resident  members  in  this  State,  wiU  be  no  bar  to  pro- 
ceedings in  another  State,  where  the  absent  members  reside.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  resist  the  force  of  this  objection,  if  the  situs  or 
place  of  business  of  the  company  was  in  that  State,  and  its  affairs 
were  conducted  there,  by  resident  members  of  the  company.  In 
such  case,  the  effects  of  the  firm  might  with  more  propriety  be 
considered  as  subject  to  the  laws  and  jurisdiction  of  the  State  where 
its  business  was  transacted.  But  where,  as  in  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, the  company  was  formed  in  this  State,  and  its  affairs 
conducted  here  by  resident  members,  its  effects  are  local,  and  re- 
main  with  the  members  of  the  firm,  at  their  place  of  business, 
subject  to  the  laws  of  this  State,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  its  courts, 
and  their  adjudications  are  conclusive  upon  other  tribunals,  more 
particularly  where  the  prosecution  partakes  of  the  character  of  a 
proceeding  in  rem.  The  conclusiveness  of  an  adjudication  under 
such  circumstances,  in  binding  the  effects  of  the  firm,  rests  not 
merely  upon  principles  of  comity,  but  upon  the  higher  principles 
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of  sovereignty  and  exclusive  jurisdiction.  On  this  subject  Justice 
Story  remarks,  Conflict  of  Laws  463,  "  A  nation  within  whose 
"  territory  personal  property  is  actually  ntucUe,  has  an  entire 
"  dominion  over  it  while  there,  in  point  of  sovereignty  and  jurisdic- 
"  tion  as  it  has  over  immovable  property,  it  may  regulate  its  trans- 
"  fer,  subject  it  to  process  and  execution,  and  provide  for  and  con- 
^  trol  the  uses  and  disposition  of  it,  to  the  same  extent  that  it  may 
**  exert  its  authority  over  immovable  property."  And  on  page 
495-6,  speaking  of  the  conclusiveness  of  judgments  upon  personal 
property,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  pronouncing  the 
judgment,  and  when  the  suit  fs  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in 
rem^  he  remarks,  "  That  the  judgment  pronounced  is  of  universal 
"  obligation  as  to  all  matters  of  right  and  title,  which  it  professes  to 
"  decide  in  relation  thereto.  Whatever  disposition  it  makes  of  the 
"  property  by  sale,  transfer,  or  other  act,  will  be  held  valid  in  every 
"  other  country,  where  the  same  question  comes  directly  or  indi- 
**  rectly  in  judgment  before  any  other  foreign  tribunal  —  and  that 
*^  proceedings  hy  way  of  foreign  attachment  against  personal  prop* 
"  erty^  or  against  debts  in  favor  of  creditors  are  entitled  to  the  same 
"  consideration^  The  case  of  Parker  v.  Danforthj  16  Mass.  Rep. 
299,  not  only  fully  establishes  this  doctrine,  but  it  was  also  held, 
that  a  process  of  this  character  binds  the  effects  of  a  company,  where 
their  place  of  business  was  in  another  State,  and  the  business  was 
prosecuted  there  by  some  of  its  resident  members.  Whether  the 
doctrine,  to  that  extent,  would  be  recognized  in  this  State,  we  are 
not  called  upon  to  decide,  but  it  is  a  very  decided  authority  in  its 
application  to  the  case  under  consideration.  In  this  case,  there- 
fore, we  can  entertain  no  doubt,  that  a  judgment  satisfied  by  resi- 
dent trustees  will  afford  all,  who  are  jointly  responsible  with  them, 
protection  against  any  further  claim,  at  the  suit  of  other  creditors. 
The  difficulties  arising  from  the  fact  that  any  agreement  may 
have  been  entered  into,  and  liabilities  incurred  by  the  absent  mem- 
bers of  the  firm,  and  of  which  those  resident  in  this  State  may  be 
ignorant,  and  that  the  actual  state  of  the  claim  in  relation  to  which 
the  suit  was  conmienced,  may  not  be  known  before  judgment, — 
can  be  avoided  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court,  in  de- 
laying the  rendition  of  judgment  for  such  time  as  will  enable  the 
trustees  who  are  parties,  not  only  to  ascertain  the  true  condition 
of  the  claim,  but  the  nature  and  extent  of  such  liabilities  as  may 
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have  been  contracted,  as  well  as  such  other  matters  which  may 
exist,  or  which  can  in  any  way  be  available  as  between  them  and 
their  creditor.  And  by  permitting  them  to  make  such  further  dis- 
closures as  the  facts  in  the  case  may  require.  This  view  is  taken 
of  the  subject  by  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  in  Parker  v.  Danforih^  and  in 
practice  can  lead  to  no  serious  inconvenience. 

It  is  further  urged  by  the  trustees,  that  this  suit  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, as  the  debt  due  from  the  trustees  is  joint,  and  that  they 
are  liable  to  be  prosecuted  in  this  form  of  action,  only  when  all 
the  debtors  can  be,  and  are,  made  parties  to  the  suit;  and  that  no 
provision  is  made  in  the  statute  bj^  which  proceedings  can  be  had 
only  where  the  whole  firm  is  summoned  in  their  partnership  capac- 
ity. It  was  held  in  the  cases  of  Rix  v.  EUioii^  1  N.  H.  Rep.  184, 
and  Hudson  v.  Hunt^  6  N.  H.  Rep.  538,  and  6  Mass.  Rep.  60,  that 
one  joint  debtor  could  not  be  held  as  trustee,  without  joining  the 
others.  And  this  is  unquestionably  correct,  in  all  cases,  as  it  was 
in  those,  where  all  the  debtors  lived  within  the  State,  and  the  pro- 
cess might  have  been  served  upon  all.  This  is  the  rule  at  com- 
mon law,  in  .  all  cases  where  a  joint  claim  is  enforced  by  legal 
process. 

The  Compiled  Statutes,  p.  227,  Sec.  60,  62,  provides  that  on 
joint  contracts,  where  one  or  more  reside  out  of  the  State,  an  ac- 
tion may  be  sustained  thereon,  against  those  residing  in  this  State, 
and  that  a  judgment  in  such  suit,  remaining  unsatisfied,  shall  not 
discharge  those  who  are  resident  abroad.  All  such  actions  may 
be  commenced  by  attachment  or  summons ;  p.  242,  Sec  1 ;  and 
when  commenced  by  summons,  service  of  the  process  can  be  made 
under  the  provisions  of  the  same  act,  p.  244,  Sec  16,  by  deliver- 
ing to  the  resident  debtors,  or  leaving  at  the  house  of  their  usual 
abode,  an  attested  copy.  Under  these  several  provisions,  Bamum, 
the  principal  debtor  in  this  suit,  could  have  commenced  his  action 
by  summons,  against  the  firm  of  Eggleston,  Barker  &  Co.,  and 
caused  service  to  be  made  on  those  members  of  the  firm  who  were 
resident  in  this  State,  and  proceeded  to  judgment  and  execution 
against  the  partnership  effects.  The  trustee  act  in  this  respect, 
subrogates  the  plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  to  the  rights  of  Bamum,  the 
principal  debtor,  against  the  firm  of  Eggleston,  Barker  &  Co. 
This  was  the  evident  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  giving  to 
creditors  the  benefit  of  this  process,  and  in  giving  the  right,  they 
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gave  those  incidents  necessary  to  obtain  and  enjoy  that  right. 
Thus  the  trustee  act,  p.  257,  Sec.  10,  provides  that  this  process 
shaU  be  served  on  the  principal  debtor,  '^  and  shall  be  further 
"  served  on  each  of  the  trustees,  in  the  manner  prescribed  for  the 
^service  of  the  writ  of  mmmonsJ'  As  the  writ  of  summons  at 
the  suit  of  Bamum  could  be  served  on  the  members  of  the  firm 
resident  in  this  State,  and  thereon  could  proceed  to  judgment  and 
execution  against  the  partnership  effects,  so  the  same  mode  of  ser- 
vice is  allowed  in  this  case,  to  bind  the  firm  to  the  extent  of  their 
indebtedness  to  Bamum,  the  principal  debtor. 

In  the  case  of  an  individual  or  joint  debtors,  where  all  have 
their  residence  in  another  State,  they  cannot  be  summoned  as 
trustees,  not  only  on  the  ground  that  they  are  subject  to  another 
jurisdiction,  but  our  statute  has  made  no  provisions  for  the  service 
of  process  in  such  case;  the  16th  Sec.  of  the  act,  p.  244,  applying 
only  to  cases  where  their  residence  is  in  this  State.  But  provis- 
ion is  made  in  case  of  joint  debtors,  where  some  of  them  reside 
and  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  State  and  its  courts.  We 
think,  therefore,  that  a  suit  of  this  character  can  be  sustained 
against  the  members  of  a  firm,  part  of  whom  reside  in  another 
State,  where  the  company  was  organized  in  this  State,  and  where 
its  business  is  transacted  here  by  resident  members. 

In  the  application  of  these  principles  to  the  various  exceptions 
which  have  been  allowed  in  this  case,  our  attention  is  to  be  directed 
in  the  first  place,  to  the  exceptions  allowed  on  the  pleas  in  abate- 
ment. These  pleas  were  respectively  filed  by  William  Eggleston 
and  Benajah  Barker,  two  of  the  firm  of  Eggleston;  Barker  &  Co. 
They  have  severally  plead  that  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
writ,  they  were  not  residents  of  this  State,  but  had  their  residence 
in  the  State  of  New  York.  Virtually,  therefore,  it  is  a  plea  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  on  which  the  suit,  as  to  them, 
was  abated.  Independent  of  the  question  which  the  parties  de- 
sired to  present  to  the  court  in  that  form,  a  difficulty  arises  from 
the  fact  that  the  subject  matter  of  the  plea  is  not  adapted  to  a  plea 
on  abatement.  Its  tendency  is  not  to  defeat  the  present  proceed- 
ing merely,  but  to  show  that  no  action  of  this  character  can  be 
sustained.  In  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Winchester,  6  N.  H.  Rep.  498,  a 
similar  plea  was  filed  by  the  trustee ;  and  the  court  holding  it  a 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  use  this  language  in  their  decision, — . 
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"  That  the  plea  is  clearly  bad.  A  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
**  court  in  a  transitory  action  is  proper,  where  some  court  in  the 
"  State  has  jurisdiction,  but  not  the  court  in  which  the  action  is 
"  brought.  But  in  this  case  the  action  is  brought  in  the  proper 
"  court,  if  any  court  in  the  State  has  jurisdiction."  The  «ame 
doctrine  has  been  held  in  the  courts  of  Massachusetts,  and  for  the 
same  reason — 3  Mass.  Rep.  24.     5  Mass.  Rep.  362. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  in  sustaining  this  plea  in  abatement, 
must  be  reversed. 

The  2d  bill  of  exceptions  is  founded  on  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
7th  answer  to  the  plaintiffs'  allegations  and  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  overruling  the  same. 

This  answer  was  filed  on  the  part  of  those  trustees  who  were 
resident  members  of  the  firm  in  this  State,  and  they  insist  that 
they  cannot  be  held  chargeable  as  trustees  in  this  suit,  inasmuch 
as  other  members  of  the  firm  resided  out  of  the  State,  and  had 
been  discharged. 

It  is  urged  that  this  answer  should  have  been  dismissed  because 
the  facts  were  not  plead  in  abatement,  nor  set  forth  in  their  disclo- 
sures. But  for  the  reasons  which  have  been  stated,  the  matter 
was  not  a  cause  of  abatement,  and  could  not  have  been  so  plead, 
neither  was  it  necessary  that  they  should  have  set  it  forth  in  their 
disclosures ;  for  the  legitimate  object  of  a  disclosure  is  to  set  forth 
the  facts  upon  which  the  question  of  indebtedness  arises.  If  there 
are  other  facts  upon  which  the  trustees  claim  to  be  discharged, 
they  may  make  such  allegations,  independent  of  their  disclosures, 
and  upon  which  testimony  may  be  taken  by  the  parties,  and  the 
case  submitted  to  the  court  and  jury.  But  the  legal  effect  of 
facts  so  alledged,  can  never  be  tried  on  a  motion  to  dismiss.  For 
if  such  motions  were  entertained,  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the 
party  making  such  motion,  to  take  every  such  case  with  its  testi- 
mony from  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  The  view  entertained 
of  this  subject,  in  short,  is  this — that  the  defense,  if  available, 
goes  to  the  whole  merits  of  the  suit,  and  should  be  presented  either 
upon  the  disclosure  or  such  allegations  and  pleadings  as  go  to  the 
action,  and  upon  which  issues  can  be  properly  formed,  testimony 
taken,  and  trial  had  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  motion  to  dismiss 
was  therefore  properly  overruled,  as  the  defense  which  the  trus- 
tees desire  to  make,  does  not  constitute  a  proper  foundation  for 
such  a  motion. 
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The  merits  of  the  whole  case,  therefore,  rest  upon  the  3d  hill 
of  exceptions,  which  stands  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  replication  to 
the  7th  answer  of  the  trustees,  and  on  which  the  court  adjudged 
the  replication  insufficient,  and  discharged  the  remaining  trustees 
from  the  suit.  On  these  exceptions  the  general  question  in 
the  case  arises,  and  which  we  have  endeavored  properly  to  con- 
sider, and  from  the  investigation  which  has  been  given  to  the  case, 
we  feel  that  the  general  policy  of  the  law  in  relation  to  the  liabil- 
ities of  trustees,  and  the  rights  of  creditors  in  seeking  payment  of 
their  claims,  under  this  process,  demand  the  construction  of  the 
act  which  has  been  placed  upon  it  That  the  creditors  in  this 
suit  have  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  resident  members  of  this 
firm,  and  charge  the  effects  of  the  company  to  the  extent  of  their 
indebtedness  to  the  principal  debtor.  And  also  to  proceed  against 
the  foreign  residents  of  the  firm,  if  they  see  fit  to  waive  their  ter- 
ritorial right  of  exemption  by  entering  an  appearance. 

The  result,  therefore,  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  discharg- 
ing the  trustees,  must  be  reversed,  and  that  they  must  answer  by 
making  disclosure. 


Henry  W.  Catlin  v.  N.  Pbeston  Smith. 

ConsignmenL     Sales,     Usage. 

Where  A  consigned  merchandise  to  B,  to  sell  on  commission,  with  instractions  to 
•*  sell  for  cash,  or  not  on  credit,'*  and  B  sold  and  delivered  the  goods  to  a  person 
who  said  he  wotdd  pay  for  them  in  a  few  days,  which  promise  he  renewed  from 
time  to  time,  at  intervals  of  two  or  three  days,  for  two  or  three  weeks,  when  he 
failed.  In  an  action  by  A  against  B,  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods, —  held, 
that  B  could  not  show  in  defense,  a  custom  by  which  such  sale  was  considered 
a  cash  sale. 

Account.    The  Facts  in  the  case  sufficiently  appe'ar  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

Kasson  Sf  Edmunds  for  plaintiff. 

Salmon  Wires  and  W.  W.  Peck  for  defendant. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  The  defendant  is  a  commission  merchant  in 
Boston.  The  plaintiff  being  in  Boston,  left  certain  prt)duce  with 
defendant,  to  sell  for  a  commission  of  two-and-a-half  per  cent.,  with 
instructions  to  "  sell  for  cash,  or  not  on  credit,"  and  by  this  we 
understand  that  he  said  what  was  equivalent  to  either,  or  both 
expressions.  The  defendant  sold  and  delivered  the  goods  to  some 
person,  who  said  he  would  pay  for  them  in  a  few  days,  and  this 
promise  he  renewed  from  time  to  time,  at  intervals  of  two  or 
three  days,  for  two  or  three  weeks,  when  he  failed  and  stopped 
business.  Nothing  has  ever  been  realized  by  the  defendant.  The 
auditor  reports,  that  this  sale  was  what  is  called,  among  commission 
merchants  in  Boston,  a  cash  sale,  and  that  according  to  their  cus- 
tom, the  defendant  was  guilty  of  no  negligence,  or  departure  from 
instructions. 

The  county  court  disallowed  this  item  in  the  plaintiff's  account. 

The  question  now  is,  whether  it  was  rightfully,  or  not,  disal- 
lowed. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  this  contract,  being  made  in  Boston, 
and  there  to  be  executed,  is  to  be  judged  of  by  the  laws  of  Mas- 
sachusetts. The  case  of  Clark  v.  Van  Northwick,  1  Pick.  343,  is 
relied  upon  as  showing  that,  by  the  law  of  that  State,  this  sale  is 
regarded  as  conforming  to  such  instructions  as  were  here  given. 
But  it  must  be  remembered,  that  that  case  was  a  New  York  trans- 
action, and  strictly  speaking,  only  shows  the  law  of  New  York. 
From  what  is  there  said  of  a  similar  custom  prevailing  in  Boston, 
and  the  same  custom  being  allowed  to  govern  a  similar  contract 
in  New  York,  there  is  perhaps,  little  doubt  that  the  court  there 
would  have  made  a  similar  determination  in  regard  to  the  law  of 
Massachusetts,  had  it  become  .  necessary.  But  no  such  decision 
was  made,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  such  decision  has  ever 
been  made  by  their  court,  in  regard  to  the  law  of  Massachusetts. 

And  judging  from  the  cases  read  in  argument,  it  seems  to  us, 
that  the  Ifew  York  courts  have  not  recognized  any  such  law,  but 
the  contrary.  The  case  of  Leland  v.  Douglass,  1  Wend.  490,  in 
effect  decides  this.  The  offer  there,  was  to  show  that  in  the  New 
York  market,  such  sales  as  these  are  regarded  as  cash  sales,  al- 
though in  fact  made  on  a  credit  of  two  weeks,  or  more ;  and  that 
instructions  to  sell  for  cash,  imports  a  sale  on  credit  of  this  kind. 
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and  if  the  factor  uses  due  diligence  to  collect,  he  is  not  liable.  In 
this  case,  if  the  custom  could  have  been  regarded  as  qualifying 
the  instructions,  it  would  have  brought  the  case  within  the  declar- 
ation, and  should  have  been  received.  But  the  Supreme  Court 
held  that  this  evidence  was  properly  rejected  at  the  Circuit  Court. 
And  the  case  of  Bliss  v.  Arnold,  8  Vt.  252,  is  an  express  deter- 
mination of  this  court,  that  such  is  not  the  law  of  New  Tork. 
We  have  no  other  express  decision  in  regard  to  this  custom  any 
where,  except  in  the  case  of  BarksdaU  v.  Brown,  1  Nott.  &  Mc- 
Cord,  517,  referred  to  in  the  very  accurate  note,  in  1  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  498  Wigglesworth  v.  DaUison,  where  the  custom 
was  disregarded  as  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

It  is  obvious,  then,  that  the  preponderance  of  express  authority 
upon  the  subject,  is  rather  against  the  existence  o^  such  a  rule  of 
law,  any  where.  But  it  may  be  claimed  to  be  so  far  consonant 
with  established  general  principles,  that  it  ought  to  be  regarded  as 
law  every  where. 

In  regard  to  this  view,  it  is  no  doubt  true,  that  custom,  or  usage 
of  particular  trades,  in  particular  places,  is,  of  necessity,  very  often 
resorted  to  in  courts  of  justice,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
extent  of  the  obligation  of  contracts,  their  import  and  interpreta- 
tion. Many  strong  cases  of  the  application  of  this  rule,  will  be 
found  in  the  English  note  to  Wigglesworth  v.  DaUison,  uhi  supra  ; 
some  perhaps,  coming  quite  or  nearly  up  to  the  present.  It  is  thus 
stated,  "  That  evidence  has  been  received  to  show,  that  by  the 
custom  of  a  particular  district,"  one  thousand  rabbits,  mean  twelve 
hundred  rabbits.  Smith  v.  Wilson,  3  B.  &  Aid.  728.  But  the 
general  current  of  the  cases  fall  very  far  short  of  this.  The  gen- 
eral rule,  in  regard  to  the  admissibility  of  usage,  requires  that  it 
should  be  reasonable,  certain,  and  consistent  with  the  general 
known  import  of  the  words  used  in  the  contract,  to  which  the  usage 
is  to  be  applied. 

And  in  our  judgment,  the  application  proposed  to  be  made  of 
this  usage,  is  essentially  deficient  in  all  these  particulars.  Its  un- 
certainty alone,  might  not  prove  a  fatal  objection,  but  a  range  from 
one  day  to  three  weeks,  is  surely  a  most  convenient  uncertainty ! 
Such  an  one,  as  we  are  slow  to  believe,  ever  exists  among  business 
men  of  character,  except  in  extreme  emergencies.  The  reasona- 
bleness of  this  usage,  and  its  consistency  with  the  terms  of  the  in- 
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structions,  depend  upon  the  same  considerations.  No  rule  is  better 
established,  than  that  an  express  contract  cannot  be  controlled  by 
any  custom  or  usage,  local  or  general.  This  is  a  cardinal  point, 
running  through  all  the  cases  upon  this  subject.  That  is  the  case 
of  Yeates  v.  Pyne,  6  Taunt  445,  where  it  was  held  that  a  contract 
for  prime  singed  bacon,  could  not  be  controlled  by  an  usage  in  the 
bacon  trade,  to  admit  under  that  description,  bacon  more  or  less 
deteriorated,  according  to  a  certain  rule,  called  "  average  taint." 
And  this  is  but  a  fair  example  of  all  the  best  considered  cases  upon 
this  subject.  It  will  not  be  questioned  by  any  one,  I  suppose,  that 
the  defendant  was  bound  to  follow  instructions,  the  same  as  if  he 
had  expressly  so  stipulated.  And  it  can  make  no  difference 
whether  the  contract  is  in  writing,  when  we  learn  its  exact  pur- 
port, as  in  the  present  case.  That  being  so,  nothing  short  of  an 
express  determination  upon  the  very  point,  could  ever  raise  any 
doubt  in  our  minds,  that,  upon  due  consideration,  the  Massachu- 
setts court  will  never  determine,  that  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
by  the  law  of  that  State,  this  defendant  is  not  liable  for  this  portion 
of  the  account.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  make  a  contract  more 
explicit  than  the  present,  or  to  conceive  of  any  usage  more  explic- 
itly subversive  of  its  very  essence,  than  the  one  reported  in  this 
case  by  the  auditor.  K  any  sale  ever  was  a  sale,  upon  credit, 
this  was  one.  And  if  any  man  ever  could  violate  his  duty  of 
faithful  agency,  by  departing  from  instructions,  it  was  done  in  this 
case. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  the  largest 
sum. 
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H.  B.  Farrar  v.  Ephraim  Besset  and  Wife,. 

Book  Account.     Husband  and  Wife.     Statute  of  limitcstions^ 

The  wife,  after  marringe,  and  while  living  wjth  her  husband,  is  incapable  of  con- 
tracting a  debt  against  herself,  nor  can  she  claim  the  benefit  of  credits  upon  a 
debt  that  she  contiveted  before  her  intermarriage,  except  as  paymtnts  made  by 
her  husband  upon  her  debt. 

A  feme  covert  cannot  make  a  promise  express  or  implied,  in  her  own  right,  while 
Uviug  with  her  husband,  to  remove  the  Statute  bar,  and  if  after  hor  intermarriage 
ihe  makes  part  payment  of  a  debt  contracted  before  marriage,,  it  will  not  consti- 
tute an  implied  promise,  so  as  to  take  the  account  out  of  the  Statute  if  the  six 
Tears  has  run. 

• 

And  no  promise  of  the  husband,  which  can  affect  the  rights  of  his  wife,  under  the 
Statute  of  limitations,  can  be  implied  from  part  pa^'ment,.  by  him,  of  a  debt  con- 
tracted by  his  wife,  yrhi\e/eme  90U. 

Book  Account.     The  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.     Judgment 
XXIV.  7 
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to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  was 
appointed,  who  reported  the  facts  substantially  as  follows : 

The  plaintiff's  account  was  not  disputed,  but  the  defendants  re- 
lied upon  the  statute  of  limitations,  for  defense.  It  appeared  that 
two  credits  were  made  upon  the  plaintiff's  books  within  six  years, 
for  services  of  the  defendants'  wife,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendants agreed  that  the  same  should  apply  on  the  account  against 
the  wife  of  the  defendant  Bessey,  contracted  before  her  intermar- 
riage with  the  said  Bessey ;  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendants, 
before,  or  at  the  time  the  services  were  rendered,  agreed  that  it 
should  be  applied  in  part  pajrment  of  the  account,  as  before  stated. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  county  court  rendered  judgment  for  the 
defendants  upon  the  report.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

N,  L,  Whittemore  for  plaintiff. 

1.  A  credit  on  an  account,  within  six  years,  is  evidence  that 
there  is  an  unsettled  subsisting  account  between  the  parties,  and 
the  law  will  infer  a  promise  to  pay  the  balance  thereon  due. 

2.  After  six  years,  the  law  will  presume  a  debt  paid,  and  any 
acknowledgments  of  the  party  that  the  debt  is  not  paid,  will  re- 
move that  presumption,  and  a  promise  to  pay  will  be  inferred  unless 
the  debtor  express  an  unwillingness  to  do  so,  and  the  party  recov- 
ers on  the  original  promise.     Barlow  v.  Belamy^  7  Vt.  54. 

3.  A  feme  covert,  being  a  party  defendant,  is  competent  to  make 
.such  part  payment,  or  such   acknowledgment;  and  there   is  no 

reason  why  the  law  should  not  raise  a  promise  on  her  part  to  pay 
the  balance,  and  when  the  husband  is  present,  and  consenting  to 
such  payment  or  acknowledgment  of  the  wife,  there  can  be  no 
hardship  in  rendering  him  liable  also. 

4.  An  acknowledgment  that  a  judgment  is  due  within  eight 
years  will  remove  the  statute  bar,  but  the  party  does  not  recover 
on  the  new  promise,  but  upon  the  record.  OlcxUt  v.  Scales,  3  Vt. 
173. 

Stevens  ^  Edson  and  L  B.  Bowdish  for  defendants. 
In  this  casQ,  the  defendants  contend, 

1.  That  the  husband  could  make  no  promise  which  could  bind 
the  wife. 

2.  That  the  wife  can  make  no  promise  or  contract  which  will 
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bind  the  husband,  as  to  debts  contracted  before  her  marriage. 
Powers  V.  Sauthgate  and  wife^  15  Vt.  471. 

3.  That  part  payment  is  only  evidence  that  defendants  acknowl- 
edged the  debt,  and  if  the  acknowledgment  of  either  wiU  not  bind 
the  other,  neither  will  part  payment. 

4.  That  if  defendants  agreed  that  the  labor  of  the  wife  should 
apply  in  payment  of  the  wife's  debt  dam  soUy  yet  from  the  audit- 
or's report,  it  appears  that  plaintiff  did  not  acquiesce  in  such  appli- 
cation, until  more  than  seven  years  after  the  services  were  render- 
ed, and  therefore,  if  not  acquiesced  in  by  the  plaintiff,  is  not  bind- 
ing. The  auditor  finds  the  services  were  rendered  in  July,  1843, 
and  credited,  August,  1850. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoYCE,  Ch.  J.  This  was  an  action  of  book  account,  brought  to 
recover  a  balance  claimed  to  be  due  from  the  wife.  The  whole 
of  the  plaintiff's  account,  except  one  item  of  ^y  cents,  on  the 
debit  side,  and  two  items  of  credit,  amounting  to  two  dollars  and 
^j  cents,  accrued  before  the  intermarriage  of  the  defendants. 
They  presented  no  account  before  the  auditor,  but  relied  on  the 
statute  of  limitations.  To  this  defense  two  answers  were  attempt- 
ed before  the  auditor,  but  only  one  of  them  is  now  insisted  on. 
This  is  based  upon  the  fact,  that  the  three  items  referred  to  accrued 
within  six  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  And 
these  entries  are  found  to  have  been  justified  by  real  transaction^ 
between  the  parties.  But  the  report  shows,  that  this  part  of  the 
account  accrued  after  the  defendant^  had  intermarried.  Wlien 
it  accrued,  the  wife  was  no  longer  capable  of  contracting  a  debt 
against  herself,  nor  was  she  entitled  to  claim  the  benefit  of  these 

• 

credits,  except  as  payments  made  by  her  husband  upon  her  debt. 
In  legal  effect,  this  part  of  the  account  arose  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  husband  alone  ;  so  that  the  account  properly  existing  with 
the  wife,  was  not  brought  down  to  a  time  within  the  six  years. 
Gay  et  ux  v.  Estate  of  Rogers,  18  Vt.  342.  It  is  found  by  the 
auditor,  however,  that  the  services  of  the  wife,  which  constituted 
these  two  items  of  credit,  were,  by  the  express  consent  of  both  de- 
fendants, received  to  be  applied  in  part  payment  of  the  previous 
account  against  the  wife.  They  must  have  the  application  which 
was  then  intended.     And  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  admission 
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of  a  debt  by  part  payment,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  implication 
of  a  new  promise  to  pay  the  unsatisfied  balance.  Strong  v.  Me- 
Connell,  5  Vt.  838.  Josltfn  v.  Smith,  13  Vt.  353.  Munsan  v. 
nice  and  Sanderson  v.  Milton  Stage  Co.,  18  Vt.  53-107. 

But  to  authorize  the  implication  of  such  new  promise,  from  part 
payment,  or  other  acknowledgment  of  a  debt,  the  party  whose 
promise  is  to  be  implied,  must  be  legally  capable  of  making  a  valid 
and  binding  express  promise.  And  as  a  feme  covert  cannot  make 
such  a  promise  in  her  own  right,  especially  while  living  with  her 
husband,  it  follows  that  no  effectual  promise  of  the  wife  can  be 
implied  in  the  present  case,  from  the  fact  of  this  part  payment  of 
her  debt.  This  is  a  legitimate  and  obvious  conclusion,  from  the 
doctrine  held  in  Pittam  v.  Foster  et  al,  8  C.  L.  R.  67.  And  we 
think  it  must,  from  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Po%oers  v.  South- 
gate  and  wife,  15  Vt.  471,  that  no  promise  of  the  husband,  which 
could  affect  the  rights  of  his  wife,  under  the  statute  of  limitations, 
was  to  be  implied  from  the  payment  made  by  him.  The  cause 
of  action  against  the  wife,  was  therefore  barred  ;  and  the  present 
suit,  founded  on  the  assumption  of  her  continuing  liability,  could 
not  be  sustained.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  according- 
ly affirmed. 


A.  J.  SouLE  r.  Patrick  Dougherty. 
J^ok  Account.     Agency. 

If  A  purchases  a  quantity  of  goods  and  intrusts  them  to  B,  to  sell,  (as  the  property 
of  A,)  but  gives  B  no  authority  to  purchase  in  addition  to  those  delivered,  and 
B  assumes  the  authority  to  purchase  goods  in  the  name  and  on  the  credit  of  A, 
by  so  doing  B  exceeds  the  powers  of  his  agency,  and  A  is  not  liable  to  the  veil- 
der,  for  the  goods  thus  purchased. 

And  where  the  agency  has  terminated,  except  for  the  purposes  of  rendering  an 
account  to  the  principal,  and  the  agent,  without  any  necessity  to  justify  an  ex 
tension  of  his  powers  by  implication,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  principal,  commences  suits  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  upon  notes  or  de- 
mands taken  by  him  in  the  principal's  name,  the  agent  exceeds  his  power,  and 
the  principal  is  not  liable  for  the  costs  that  accrue  upon  the  said  suits. 
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And  where  the  debtors  were  committed  to  jail  upon  the  suits  thus  commenced  by 
the  agent,  and  the  principal  discharged  them  from  imprisonment,  it  was  held, — 
even  if  the  principal,  by  this  act,  had  created  a  liability  against  himself,  that 
book  account  was  not  the  appropriate  remedy  to  enforce  the  liability  thus 
created. 

Book  Account.  The  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Judgment 
to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  was 
appointed,  who  reported  the  facts  substantially  as  follows : — 

The  plaintiff  presented  the  following  account: — 

Patrick  Doughebty  to  A.  J.  Soule,  Dr. 

1.  April  19,  1850,  to  19J  doz.  Eggs,  at  10  c.  $1,95 

2.  "        «        to  3  doz.  Pipes,  15 

3.  «        «        to  J  doz.  Tumblers,  50 

^■""^■■^* 

$2,60 

By  Cash,  $2,10 

50 

4.  July  22,  Fees  on  three  writs,  you  r.  Flinn  and 

others,  8,55 

5.  Sept.  25,  Fees  on  two  £xs.,  you  v.  John  Sher- 

man and  John  O'Brian,  6,36 


$15,41 

As  to  the  first  three  items  of  the  account,  it  appeared  that  the 
articles  amounting  to  $2,60,  were  bought  at  one  time  by  Thomas 
Dougherty,  the  brother  of  the  defendant,  and  without  the  defend- 
ant's knowledge  or  authority  expressly  given.  That  the  defend- 
ant purchased  a  quantity  of  goods  of  one  Loomis,  and  delivered 
them  to  Thomas,  to  sell,  upon  an  agreement  with  Thomas,  that 
the  goods  should  be,  and  should  be  called,  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  Thomas  should  sell  them  in  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant ;  that  Thomas  might  have  the  avails  and  profits  of  the  goods, 
provided  he  paid  Loomis  for  the  goods,  otherwise  not. 

Thomas  sold  out  the  goods  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  but 
never  paid  Loomis  for  them.  He  began  to  sell  the  goods  in 
March,  1850,  and  ended  the  business  the  8th  day  of  May,  follow- 
ing. He  had  no  authority  from  the  defendant  to  buy  goods  and 
make  the  defendant  chargeable  therefor.  On  the  19th  day  of 
April,  1850,  he  assumed  such  authority  and  made  the  bill  of  the 
three  first  items  with  plaintiff. 
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As  to  the  4th  and  5th  items  of  $8,55  and  $6,36,  the  auditor 
finds  that  these  were  for  officer's  fees  for  service  of  writs,  for  ar- 
resting and  committing  to  jail  the  defendant's  debtors,  upon  suits 
commenced  bj  M.  Scott  against  them,  in  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant, at  the  request  of  Thomas  Dougherty,  without  the  knowledge 
of  defendant.  The  auditor  found  that  the  defendant  was  residing 
within  tliree  or  four  miles  of  the  place  where  the  goods  were  sold, 
at  the  time  the  suits  were  brought,  and  within  about  six  miles  of 
the  office  of  M.  Scott.  That  the  agency  of  the  said  Thomas  was 
ended  when  the  said  suits  were  brought,  and  that  said  Thomas 
had  no  agency  for  collecting  the  debts,  and  that  no  necessity  exist- 
ed, in  order  to  save  said  debts,  to  commence  said  suits  instantly, 
and  without  taking  time  to  consult  the  defendant.  That  defend- 
ant was  informed,  a  few  days  after  said  suits  were  commenced, 
that  the  same  were  pending  in  his  name,  that  defendant  done  and 
said  nothing  about  them. 

That  judgments  were  obtained  in  said  suits,  and  executions  is- 
sued. That  defendants  Sherman,  Flinn  and  O'Brian  were  com- 
mitted to  jail,  and  that  the  defendant  discharged  them  from  jail, 
by  a  writing  to  the  officer,  saying  that  he  might  discharge  the  de- 
fendants from  imprisonment,  as  he  had  no  debts  against  them. 

The  county  court,  February  term,  1851, —  Bennett,  J.,  pre- 
siding, rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant, items  4  and  5,  charged  in  plaintiff's  account,  and  interest 
upon  the  same,  and  disallowed  the  balance  of  fifty  cents  upon  the 
three  first  items.     Exceptions  by  defendant. 

H,  B.  Smith  and  C.  Bechmth  for  defendant. 

If  Thomas  had  a  right  to  collect  the  debts  for  his  ottm  benefity 
he  cannot  make  the  defendant  liable  for  the  expense.  But  the 
better  conclusion  is,  that  no  such  agency,  nor  an  agency  of  any 
kind,  remained  in  Thomas,  after  the  8th  of  May. 

The  happening  of  any  subsequent  event  cannot  give  the  plaintiff 
a  right  to  charge  on  book.  Slasan  v.  Davis,  1  Aiken  73.  Nason 
V.  Crocker,  11  Vt.  463. 

HuhheU  4"  Bouge  for  plaintiff. 

1.  Thomas  Dougherty  had  full  authority  to  use  the  name  of  the 
defendant  in  the  management  of  his  store  —  the  goods  were  the 
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defendant's  until  paid  for;  and  his  interest  required  that  the  debts 
accruing  for  the  goods,  should  be  collected,  to  make  up  the  neces- 
sary amount  to  pay  him. 

2.  The  plaintiff,  being  a  public  officer,  was  bound  to  receive  and 
execute  the  precepts  when  presented.  He  could  not  stop  to  settle 
the  prirate  agreement  between  the  nominal  plamtiff  and  third  per- 
sons.  It  was  not  competent  nor  according  to  common  usage,  for 
him  to  demand  his  fees  in  advance.  His  proper  course  was  to  re- 
ceive and  execute  the  precept,  and  charge  his  services  to  the  de- 
fendant, who  was  the  party  of  record. 

8.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  exercised  control  over  the  mat- 
ter, by  discharging  the  debtors  from  jail,  is  also  an  important  one 
in  the  case. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoYCE,  Ch.  J.  Ifl  denying  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
for  the  goods  charged  in  his  account,  the  court  below  were  clearly 
right.  There  was  no  color  of  authority  for  taking  up  the  goods 
on  the  credit  of  the  defendant.  The  remainder  of  the  account 
consisted  of  the  plaintiff's  fees,  as  an  officer,  upon  certain  writs 
and  executions,  issued  in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  against  the 
signers  of  the  notes  taken  by  Thomas  Dougherty.  And  the  gen- 
eral question  is,  whether  the  defendant  became  legally  responsible 
to  the  plaintiff  for  those  charges. 

We  learn  from  the  auditor's  report,  that  Thomas  Dougherty 
was  the  defendant's  agent  for  the  purpose  of  selling  certain  goods, 
which  the  defendant  had  purchased  on  credit  of  one  Loomis.  This 
appears  to  have  been  the  extent  of  the  agency j  although  there  was 
a  further  provision  in  the  contract,  by  which  Thomas  could  entitle 
himself  to  the  avails  of  the  goods,  provided  he  paid  the  defend- 
xmt's  debt  to  Loomis.  Any  act  of  Thomas  within  the  scope  of 
his  agency  for  selling  the  goods,  should  accordingly  be  referred  to 
his  employment  as  agent,  and  treated  as  the  act  of  the  defendant. 
But  if  anything  was  done  by  Thomas  beyond  the  proper  limits  of 
that  agency,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  himself  to  pay  Loo- 
mis, and  thereby  to  purchase  the  defendant's  interest  in  the  avails 
of  the  goods,  it  should  be  referred  to  the  latter  branch  of  the  con- 
tract, and  considered  as  having  been  done  in  his  own  right ;  or,  at 
least,  with  a  principal  view  to  his  own  advantage. 
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That  the  agency  of  Thomas  Dougherty  authorized  him  to  sell 
the  goods  on  credit,  and  take  notes  from  the  purchasers  in  the 
manner  he  did,  if  he  acted  with  a  due  regard  to  the  defendant's 
interest,  is  undoubtedly  well  settled — 2  Kent  622,  Smith's  Com. 
Law,  105.  Paley  on  Ag.  26.  But  the  question  arises,  whether 
he  had  authority  from  the  same  source,  and  under  the  circumstan- 
ces appearing  in  the  report,  to  attempt  the  collection  of  the  notes 
by  suit.  In  the  first  place,  it  would  seem  that  his  agency,  strictly 
considered,  had  terminated,  except  for  the  purpose  of  rendering 
his  account,  before  he  caused  the  suits  to  be  instituted.  It  is 
found  that  he  completed  the  sales  in  May,  and  the  suits  were 
commenced  in  July,  af\er.  At  that  time  his  apparent  duty,  as  a 
mere  agent,  was  simply  fb  surrender  the  notes  to  the  defendant, 
In  the  next  place,  though  the  agency  should  be  deemed  to  have 
continued,  yet  a  collection  of  the  notes,  hy  the  prosecution  of  suits 
upon  them,  was  not  within  the  terms  of  it ;  nor  is  such  a  proceed- 
ing ordinarily  understood  to  come  within  the  powers  or  duties  of 
an  agency  to  sell.  Neither  was  there  in  this  instance,  any  pres- 
sure of  circumstances,  as  in  Davis  v.  Waterman  et  al,  10  Vt.  526, 
and  FeUcer  v.  Emerson,  16  Vt.  653,  which  justify  an  extension  of 
the  agent's  powers  by  implication,  on  the  ground  of  necessity. 
The  defendant  was  living  in  the  vicinity,  and  if  Thomas  designed 
to  act  in  the  character  of  an  agent,  it  was  his  obvious  and  imper- 
ative duty  to  obtain  the  defendant's  consent  to  the  course  pursued, 
before  it  was  resorted  to.  Hence  we  conclude  that,  in  the  sole 
capacity  of  agent,  Thomas  was  not  authorized  to  commence  and 
prosecute  the  suits.  At  the  same  time,  we  think  it  sufficiently  ap- 
parent that  his  purpose  in  those  proceedings,  was  not  to  execute 
■  a  mere  agency,  but  to  secure  the  benefits  of  the  special  provision 
in  the  contract  with  the  defendant.  It  may,  indeed,  have  been 
expected,  that  Thomas  would  use  the  avails  of  the  goods,  as  means 
of  paying  Loomis;  and  to  such  an  appropriation  of  them,  the  de- 
fendant's license  should  perhaps  be  implied.  But  as  it  was  op- 
tional with  Thomas  whether  to  act  at  all  upon  this  part  of  the 
contract,  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  hold  that,  in  attempt- 
ing to  execute  it,  he  could  subject  the  defendant  to  expense  with- 
out some  corresponding  benefit.  And  the  suits  having  been  pro- 
ductive of  no  actual  benefit  to  the  defendant,  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses incurred  could  not  regularly  constitute  the  ground  of  any 
legal  claim  against  him. 
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It  appears  that  judgments  were  recovered  in  the  suits,  and  the 
debtors  committed  to  jail,  upon  the  executions ;  and  it  only  re- 
mains to  inquire  how  the  case  was  affected  by  the  act  of  the  de- . 
fendant  in  releasing  the  debtors  from  imprisonment.  That  act 
was  evidently  not  intended  as  a  ratification,  but  rather  as  a  disa- 
vowal of  what  had  been  done.  It  must  be  considered,  however, 
that  the  defendant  thereby  discharged  the  debts,  so  far  at  all  events, 
as  his  own  interest  could  ever  be  concerned.  And  perhaps  by  the 
same  act,  he  also  created  a  liability  to  some  extent  against  himself. 
That  would  probably  depend  upon  the  pecuniary  responsibility  of 
those  debtors.  But  the  action  of  book  account  cannot  be  an  ap- 
propriate remedy,  even  in  favor  of  Thomas  Dougherty,  to  enforce 
the  liability  thus  created ;  and  much  less,  in  favor  of  those  per- 
sons who  performed  service  or  expended  money  at  his  request,  in 
the  attempted  collection  of  the  notes.  To  hold  the  action  main- 
tainable in  the  former  case,  would  be  to  carry  the  qualifications  of 
the  rales  laid  down  in  Slason  v.  Davis,  1  Aik.  73,  much  further 
than  they  have  ever  been  extended ;  and  to  sustain  the  present 
suit,  would  be,  moreover,  to  recognize  this  form  of  action  as  avail- 
able, even  where  no  legal  privity  of  contract  exists  between  the 
parties. 

The  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  report  is  therefore 
reversed,  and  judgment  entered  for  the  defendant. 


Administrators  op  Gardner  G.  Smith  and  others  v,  the 
Administrators  of  Jonathan  Wainwright. 

[Decided  at  the  Circuit  Session,  June,  1862.] 
[In   Chancery.] 

BiUin  Equity.    EquitaUe  Jurisdiction,     Set-off,    Bond,    Pen- 
aUy,    Damages,    Practice  in  Equity, 

The  decease  of  a  party  an  obligor  in  a  bond,  and  also  the  holder  of  notes  given  by 
the  obligees  in  the  same  bond  for  the  same  consideration  upon  which  the  bond 
was  given,  and  the  mere  representation  of  his  insolvency,  his  estate  being  con- 
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fessedly  solvent,  is  no  reason  why  a  court  of  equity  should  interfere  in  favor  of 
the  obligees,  and  decide  that  the  amount  of  the  notes  should  be  «et  off  against 
the  sum  due  on  the  bond,  and  render  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  obligees  for  th« 
balance,  if  any.  But  if  the  obligees  in  the  bond,  being  the  makers  of  the  notes, 
are  insolvent,  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  in  favor  of  sureties  who  signed  th« 
notes  upon  the  security  of  the  bond,  and  will  decree  a  set-off  of  the  amount  due 
on  the  notes  against  what  was  due  on  the  bond.  The  consideration  that  th« 
nominal  parties  to  the  contracts  are  not  strictly  mutoal,  is  not  a  valid  objection 
to  decreeing  a  set-off  in  equity,  if  the  real  parties  upon  whom  the  burden  is  nlti- 
mately  to  fall,  are  the  same. 

Where  S.  and  others  bought  of  W.  his  interest  in,  and  good-will  of,  the  manufac- 
turing and  sale  of  certain  articles,  within  a  certain  district,  and  gave  notes  to  the 
amount  of  $8000  therefor,  and  W.  at  the  same  time  executed  to  S.  and  the  others 
a  bond  "  in  the  penal  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,"  conditioned  to  be  void  ^  if 
the  sud  W.  shall  hereafter  wholly  refrain  from  manufacturing  and  vending,*' 
&c.,  and  a  breach  of  said  condition  by  W.  was  proved;  held,  that  under  the  dr 
cumstances  of  the  case,  the  sum  so  named  in  the  bond  was  a  penalty,  and  not 
liquidated  damages. 


The  refusal  of  the  chancellor  in  the  court  below  to  allow  a  party  to  file  a  supplement- 
al bill  before  the  original  one  comes  to  a  hearing,  is  not  a  final  decree,  from  which 
in  the  first  instance,  an  appeal  lies;  nor  is  it  strictiy  revisable  in  the  superior 
court,  being  a  matter  of  discretion. 

But  where  such  refusal  proceeds  upon  special  grounds,  which  are  shown  to  have 
been  misapprehended,  the  party,  after  correcting  this  misapprehension,  will  be 
permitted  to  renew  his  application. 

Where  a  bond  is  executed  to  three  persons  jointly; — ^their  assigns,  administrators, 
&c.,  not  being  named  in  the  bond, —  their  interests  being  also  joint  as  purchasers 
of  the  business  of  the  obligor  of  the  bond,  and  the  nature  of  the  covenants  showed 
that  they  were  not  founded  upon  any  personal  confidence  in  the  three  persons  to 
whom  the  bond  was  executed,  and  where  both  parties  expected  the  bond  to 
enure  for  the  benefit  of  the  business  sold  out,  and  where  the  obligor  had  repeat- 
edly assented  to  his  liability  after  a  change  in  the  parties  to  whom  the  bond  was 
executed,  a  court  of  equity  will  hold  the  obligor  liable  on  his  bond,  not  only  for 
damages  accruing  from  breaches  thereof  while  the  original  parties  to  the  bond 
remained  unchanged,  but  for  those  from  breaches  after  the  change  of  parties. 

Appeal  from  chancery.    The  facts  of  the  case  sufficiently  ap- 
pear in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

B.  H,  SmaUey  and  A.  0.  Aldts  for  the  orators. 

E.  D.  Barber  and  J.  Sf  J,  G.  Smith  for  the  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
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Redfield,  J.  This  bill  is  brought  by  Gardner  6.  Smith, 
Seth  P.  Eastman,  Abel  Houghton,  John  Smith,  Henry  Adams, 
and  Francis  J.  Houghton.  The  bond,  upon  which  the  orator's 
daim  is  predicated,  was  executed  to  Gardner  6.  Smith,  Seth  P. 
Eastman,  and  Horace  B.  Foster,  on  the  9th  day  of  June,  1841,  to 
secure  to  them  Wainwright's  good  will  in  the  sale  and  manufac- 
ture of  iron  castings,  stove  pipe,  tin  ware,  &c.,  in  the  counties  of 
Franklin  and  Grand  Isle,  and  a  defined  portion  of  the  Province  of 
Canada,  and  to  exclude  Wainwright  from  all  manufacture  or  trade 
in  such  article  within  the  aforesaid  district.  Wainwright's  bond  is 
in  the  penal  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  to  be  void 
"  if  the  said  W.  shall  hereafter  wholly  refrain  from  manufacturing 
or  vending,**  &c 

A  good  deal  is  said  in  the  bill,  which  might  look  like  an  induce- 
ment to  a  charge  of  fraud  in  Wainwright  in  obtaining  the  sale,  by 
representing  his  ^  good  will"  in  this  trade  as  being  of  more  value 
than  it  was.  But  taking  the  bill  altogether,  it  seems,  that  these 
allegations  are  introduced  rather  to  show  the  high  value  placed 
upon  this  "  good  will"  by  the  parties,  and  that  it  was  considered 
a  chief  inducement  towards  the  trade  upon  the  part  of  Smith  and 
others. 

The  bill  then  charges,  that  the  ten  thousand  dollars  was  under- 
stood and  agreed  damages  between  the  parties,  to  become  an  ab- 
solute debt  due  the  obligees,  upon  the  slightest  failure  to  perform 
on  the  part  of  Wainwright. 

The  bill  then  prays,  that  the  notes  given  by  the  obligees  for  the 
purchase  of  Wainwright's  stock  in  the  trade  and  the  good  will  of 
the  business,  amounting  originally  to  some  eight  thousand  dollars, 
a  portion  pf  which  has  been  paid,  may  be  surrend^ed  and  applied 
towards  the  sum  due  upon  the  bond,  and  the  estate  of  Wainwright 
be  decreed  to  pay  the  balance  to  those  entitled  to  receive  it,  being 
a  portion  of  the  orators. 

The  breach  alledged  in  the  bill,  is  the  carrying  on  the  business 
of  vending,  within  the  prohibited  limits,  both  by  Wainwright  in  his 
lifetime,  and  by  the  administrators,  in  that  capacity,  since  his  de- 
cease. But  it  is  not  claimed,  that  there  is  any  evidence  of  any  act 
of  sale  by  the  administrators  in  the  prohibited  district.  That  is 
all  which  requires  to  be  said  upon  that  part  of  the  case. 

At  the  bringing  of  the  biU,  and  before  the  death  of  Wainwright, 
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the  partnership  of  the  obligees,  after  being  twice  changed,  was 
finally  dissolved  in  August,  1844,  and  Gardner  6.  Smith  became 
sole  proprietor  in  the  business ;  and  he,  or  his  estate,  has  been 
solely  interested  in  it,  since  that  time.  Foster,  one  of  the  original 
purchasers  and  obligees  in  the  bond,  sold  out  to  his  associates, 
September  27,  1841 ;  Francis  J.  Houghton  bought  into  the  con- 
cern, as  from  the  beginning,  as  is  alledged  in  the  bill,  26th  Au- 
gust, 1842,  and  Houghton  and  Eastman  finally,  sold  out  to  Smith, 
in  January,  1844,  and  the  partnership  was  closed  up  and  dissolved 
in  August,  1844. 

Henry  Adams,  John  Smith  and  Abel  Houghton  have  at  differ- 
ent times,  signed  the  notes  to  Wainwright,  as  sureties,  either  for 
the  original  purchasers,  or  for  those  who  subsequently  came  into 
the  concern. 

The  only  reasons  urged  in  the  bill,  for  applying  to  a  court,  of 
equity,  are  the  decease  of  Wainwright,  and  his  estate  being  repre- 
sented insolvent,  and  the  allegation,  that  the  sureties  signed  in  faith 
of  Wainwright's  faithfully  performing  the  condition  of  his  bond, 
and  that  without  that  they  would  not  have  signed  without  security. 

This  last  reason  does  not  seem  to  us  to  amount  to  much  any  way. 
In  the  first  place  there  is  no  proof  whatever,  and  no  reasonable 
probability,  that  these  sureties  made  a  principal  reliance  upon 
Wainwright's  bond,  as  a  leading  motive  for  assuming  the  obliga- 
tion  of  suretyship.  It  doubtless  formed  an  ingredient,  (operating 
more  or  less  upon  the  different  persons,)  constituting,  with  numer- 
ous other  things,  the  consideration,  or  compound  motive  force,  in- 
ducing them  to  become  sureties.  But  there  remain  two  serious 
objections  to  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity,  upon  this  ground, 
even  if  it  were  an  acknowledged  fact  that  this  bond  formed  the  chief 
motive  to  the  sureties  to  become  such :  1.  There  is  an  obvious 
want  of  privity,  in  regard  to  this  bond,  between  the  sureties  and 
Wainwright,  which  would,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  render 
it  unreasonable  to  require  Wainwright  to  litigate  the  matter  with 
parties  so  remotely  related  to  him  in  the  original  transaction  ;  and 
2.  There  is  on  the  face  of  the  thing,  an  apparent  adequate  remedy 
upon  the  bond  itself,  in  a  court  of  law,  which  would  induce  a  court 
of  equity,  the  more  to  hesitate,  in  extending  its  functions  to  em- 
brace matters  not  obviously  and  primarily  within  its  acknowledged 
jurisdiction. 
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The  only  remaining  ground  of  equitable  interference,  stated  in 
the  bill,  is  the  decease  of  Wainwright  and  the  representation  of 
insolvency.  On  a  motion  for  leave  to  file  a  bill,  in  the  nature  of  a 
supplemental  bill,  before  the  court  of  chancery,  it  was  ruled  by 
that  court  that  the  facts  proposed  to  be  added,  viz.,  the  insolvency 
of  the  principal  signers  of  the  notes,  and  upon  whom  the  primary 
obligation  of  payment  rested,  was  not  important  to  the  plaintiff's 
case.  So  that  if  this  court  deem  those  facts  important,  they  are 
to  be  taken  as  virtually  in  the  case. 

Whatever  is  said  in  the  case,  then,  in  regard  to  Wainwright's 
representations  to  induce  the  trade,  being  laid  aside,  as  not  in 
themselves  amounting  to  any  distinct  and  tangible  fraud  ;  and  sec- 
ondly, as  being  virtually  merged  in,  and  superseded  by,  the  bond 
which  was  executed  by  Wainwright,  and  above  all,  as  forming  no 
distinct  ground  upon  which  relief  is  claimed  in  the  bill ;  we  have 
remaining,  the  decease  and  representation  of  insolvency  of  Wain- 
wright, and  the  decease  and  insolvency  of  Gardner  G.  Smith,  upon 
whom,  in  equity,  the  ultimate  primary  obligation  to  make  payment 
of  these  notes  rests,  and  possibly  of  some  other  of  the  original 
principals,  who  have  now  become  sureties,  for  the  estate  of  G.  G. 
Smith,  although,  as  between  themselves  and  their  sureties,  they 
must  still  stand  as  principals.  And  we  must  regard  the  sole  ob- 
ject of  the  bill  to  be  to  obtain  a  set-off  of  whatever  sum  is  due  upon 
the  notes  against  the  sum  due  upon  the  bond,  and  a  decree  for  the 
balance.  For  although  the  bill  contains  the  general  prayer  for 
relief,  it  points  to  no  other  relief  but  a  set-off,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  case  showing  any  ground  or  pretence  for  any  other  relief. 
To  examine  the  case  in  this  view : — 

1.  This  set-off  is  claimed  upon  the  sole  ground,  that  the  ten 
thousand  dollars  named  in  the  bond  as  the  '^  penal  sum,"  are  in  fact 
liquidated  damages,  to  become  due  to  the  obligees  absolutely,  and 
at  once,  upon  the  slightest  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond. 
This  is  the  sole  and  exclusive  basis  upon  which  the  offset  is 
prayed.  It  seems  in  the  outset,  not  to  have  been  supposed,  that 
an  offset  would  be  likely  to  be  decreed  of  a  mere  unliquidated 
sum  in  damages,  until  it  should  become  liquidated  by  the  verdict 
of  a  jury,  or  in  some  other  mode,  known  to  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law,  or  agreed  by  the  parties.  We  infer  that  this  was 
the  view  taken  of  the  case  by  the  coimsel  of  the  orators  at  the 
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time  of  framing  their  case,  because  the  bill  does  not  even  present 
the  alternative  of  the  court  regarding  the  damages  as  unliquida- 
ted, except  as  it  may  be  regarded  as  included  probably  under  the 
general  prayer  for  relief.  And  it  seems  to  be  well  settled,  at  law, 
that  if  the  claim  rests  in  mere  unliquidated  damages,  it  cannot  be 
set  off,  but  a  sum  agreed,  as  liquidated  damages,  may.  Chitty  on 
Contracts,  844,  and  cases  cited  in  note ;  Gillett  v.  MawmaUj  1 
Taunt,  137. 

2.  Upon  the  question,  whether  the  ten  thousand  dollars  named 
in  the  body  of  the  bond  are  to  be  regarded  as  liquidated  damages, 
or  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  the  cases  may  not  be  found  alto- 
gether consistent  with  each  other.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  there 
can  be  no  reasonable  ground  of  doubt  as  to  this  particular  case.  It 
is  expressly  declared  to  be  a  penalty  in  the  contract  itself,  which, 
although  not  conclusive  altogether,  seems  to  be  regarded  as  nearly 
so,  in  one  view,  t.  e.  where  the  sum  is  declared  to  be  a  penalty; 
although  the  converse  does  not  always  hold  equally,  when  the  sum 
is  declared  to  be  agreed  damages.  But  where  the  sum  stipulated 
is  expressly  denominated  a  penalty,  or  a  penal  sum,  I  find  no  case 
where  it  has  been  held  liquidated  damages,  or  where  any  doubt 
has  been  entertained  upon  the  subject,  except  as  between  land- 
lord and  tenant  Jones  v.  Green,  3  Y.  &  J.  304.  The  case  of 
Farrant  v.  Olmins,  3  B.  &  Aid.  692,  cited  by  plaintiff's  counsel, 
is  of  this  character ;  and  so  also,  what  is  said  by  Comyn,  in  his 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  324,  325,  also  referred  to  by  plaintiff's 
counsel.  The  onl|f  remaining  case,  to  which  they  have  referred 
us,  in  support  of  their  claim  to  treat  the  ten  thousand  dollars 
named  in  the  bond  of  the  intestate,  as  liquidated  damages,  is 
Pierce  v.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  223.  This  case  in  some  respects,  favors 
the  plaintiffs'  claim,  inasmuch  as  it  was  an  agreement  to  refrain 
from  opposition  to  plaintiffs'  business.  But  the  sum  fixed  there, 
was  of  a  character  to  show  that  the  parties  had  pared  it  down  to 
stipulated  damages,  being  two  hundred  and  ninety  dollars,  if  de- 
fendant should  run  a  stage  on  a  particular  road. 

There  are  some  other  cases,  not  referred  to  in  the  argument, 
which  go  to  show  that  the  courts  in  this  country  and  in  England, 
incline  to  treat  these  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the  good  will  of  a 
particular  business,  or  an  agreement  to  refrain  from  the  exercise 
of  a  given  business,  in  a  specified  district,  as  fixing  the  quantum 
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of  the  damages  to  be  recovered  for  breach  of  the  contract,  where 
the  terms  made  use  of  by  the  parties  will  reasonably  bear  that 
constmction.  DaJdn  v.  WtUtams,  17  Wendell,  447;  and  Williams 
▼.  Dakin^  22  Ibid.  201,  is  where  the  plaintiff  gave  three  thousand 
dollars  for  the  good  will  of  a  newspaper  establishment,  and  five 
hundred  dollars  for  the  type  and  printing  apparatus,  and  took  a 
bond  from  the  venders,  not  to  publish  or  aid  in  publishing  a  rival 
paper,  and  upon  failure,  to  pay  three  thousand  dollars.  This  was 
very  justly  held  to  be  liquidated  damages. 

But  in  the  case  before  us,  the  property  sold,  seems  to  have  been 
fixed  at  what  was  esteemed  its  fair  valuation,  and  we  do  not  learn 
that  any  thing  specific  was  added  for  the  good  will.  And  the . 
whole  sum  paid  was  only  about  eight  thousand  dollars,  and  the 
bond  is  ten  thousand  dollars.  And  while  we  must  at  once  per- 
ceive that  the  bond  was  an  important  consideration  in  inducing 
the  bargain,  without  which  one  could  scarcely  be  induced  to  buy 
the  remnant  of  a  long  trade  at  any  price,  and  that  it  might  have 
very  considerably  increased  the  price  paid,  still  there  is  no  pre- 
tence that  the  parties  could  have  considered  the  sum  of  ten  thou- 
sand dollars,  as  liquidated  damages  for  a  single  violation  of  the 
obligation,  or  even  for  a  continued  violation  thereof.  And  in  fixing 
a  constmction  upon  the  contracts  of  the  parties,  we  are  bound  to 
do  it  with  reference  to  the  surrounding  circumstances. 

The  recent  case  of  Sainter  v.  FerguBoUy  7  Man.  Grang.  &  Scott, 
716,  62  Eng.  Com.  Law  R.  716,  where  the  defendant  Agreed  not 
to  practice  as  a  surgeon,  under  a  penalty  of  five  hundred  pounds, 
and  the  court  held  the  amount  liquidated  damages,  is  the  strongest 
case  I  have  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  But  that  case,  in  my 
opinion,  bears  no  just  analogy  to  the  present  in  its  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances. And  it  is  there  considered,  by  Chief  Justice  "Wild, 
a  question  of  construction  for  the  court,  dependent  upon  the  facts 
and  circumstances  which  appear  in,  and  surround  the  case.  The 
point  of  the  damages  was  very  little  considered.  The  current  of 
the  cases,  early  and  late,  where  the  subject  has  been  much  con- 
sidered by  the  courts,  undoubtedly  is : — 

1.  That  where  there  is  any  reasonable  doubt  upon  the  face  of 
the  instrument,  how  the  parties  intended  it,  it  shall  be  construed 
as  a  penalty  merely.  Davis  v.  Penion,  6B.  &C.  216;  13  Eng. 
C.  L.  B.  147.     Opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Best,  in  Orisdee  v.  £ol- 
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ton,  3  C.  &  P.  240,  14  C.  L.  R.  286.  This  was  an  agreement 
for  the  sale  of  a  public  house,  and  an  agreement  not  to  be  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  a  publican,  under  the  penalty  of  five  hun- 
dred pounds,  "  the  same  to  be  recovered  as,  and  for,  liquidated 
damages."  This  was  held  at  Nisi  Prius  to  be  liquidated  damages, 
and  the  jury  having  been  asked  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  ac- 
tual damages,  and  having  assessed  them  at  the  same  sum,  the  full 
bench  refused  to  grant  the  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial 
should  not  be  had ;  the  jury  having  assessed  the  actual  damages 
at  the  same  sum  as  the  penalty.  The  case  of  Shute  v.  Taylor, 
5  Met.  R.  61,  seems  to  have  gone  upon  the  general  ground,  that 
^  in  doubtful  cases  the  courts  should  construe  the  sum  as  a  penalty. 

2.  It  must  be  regarded  as  a  settled  general  rule  upon  this  sub- 
ject, that  where  the  sum  is  named  as  a  penalty,  in  the  contract, 
and  no  stipulation  that  it  shall  be  regarded  as  liquidated  damages, 
it  can  only  be  regarded  as  a  penalty.  Chitty  on  Con.  867,  and 
note  n.  Tat/lor  v.  Sandifprd,  7  Wheaton,  R.  13 ;  5  Pet  Cond.  R. 
210. 

The  language  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  the  last  case  ap- 
plies with  great  force  to  the  present  one.  "  In  general,  a  sum  of 
"  money  in  gross,  to  be  paid  for  the  non-performance  of  an  agree- 
"  ment,  is  considered  as  a  penalty.  It  will  not,  of  course,  be  con- 
'^  sidered  as  liquidated  damages ;  it  will  be  incumbent  on  the  par- 
"  ty  who  claims  them  as  such,  to  show  that  they  were  so  consid- 
"  ered  by  the  contracting  parties."  "  Much  stronger  is  the  infer- 
"  ence  in  favor  of  its  being  a  penalty,  when  it  is  expressly  reserved 
"  as  one."  "  The  parties  themselves  denominate  it  a  penalty ;  and 
"  it  would  require  very  strong  evidence  to  authorize  the  court  to 
"  say  that  their  own  words  do  not  express  their  own  intention.** 
We  could  add  nothing  more  as  applicable  to  the  present  case,  and 
the  facts  and  circumstances  require  or  justify  nothing  less. 

Notwithstanding  this  case  contains  some  of  those  features  which 
have  been  sometimes  seized  hold  of,  for  the  purpose  of  justifying 
an  opinion  that  the  sum  should  be  regarded  as  liquidated  dam- 
ages, viz.,  that  it  is  a  contract  for  the  good  will  of  a  trade  or 
business ;  that  it  is  for  the  abstaining  from  doing  an  act,  and  one 
which  one  is  in  no  likelihood  of  doing  involuntarily  or  through 
inadvertence,  and  that  the  breach  of  the  bond  consists  of  a  single 
act,  or  two  at  most;  still  it  seemi  to  us  that  it  is  little  short  of  ab- 
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surditj  to  B&jy  that  under  the  circumstances  attending  the  giving 
of  this  bond,  and  the  terms  used,  it  could  have  been  intended  that 
this  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  which  in  terms  is  denominated 
bj  the  parties,  a  pencd  sum,  is  nevertheless  no  pencd  sum,  but 
liquidated  damages,  and  was  so  intended  by  the  parties.  The  case 
of  Boys  ▼.  AnceU^  5  Bing.  N.  C.  390,  and  Kemble  v.  Farren^  6  . 
Bingham  141,  strongly  favor  this  vfew.  In  the  latter  case,  the 
contract  of  the  parties  was  explicit  that  the  sum  should  be  '^  liqui- 
dated and  ascertained  damages,  and  not  a  penalty  or  penal  sum, 
or  in  the  nature  thereof."  And  still  the  court  held  it  a  pencdty 
and  nothing  else.  We  conclude,  then,  that  this  sum  of  ten  thou- 
sand dollars,  named  in  the  bond  as  the  *'  penal  sum,"  must  be  so 
regarded  by  this  court.  The  language  of  the  court  in  the  last 
case,  shows  how  much  the  courts  incline  to  regard  all  doubtful 
cases  of  this  class,  as  penalties,  and  especially  so,  when  the  con- 
tract so  declares. 

This  determination  must  be  regarded,  we  think,  as  disposing  of 
the  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  placed  chief  reliance  at  the 
time  of  bringing  the  bill. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  if  the  principals  are  entitled  to  a  sum  in 
damages,  which  is  unliquidated,  a  court  of  equity  will,  under  pe- 
culiar circumstances,  entertain  a  bill  for  an-  offset,  and  liquidate 
the  matter,  or  allow,  the  party  to  proceed  at  law,  and  obtain  a  liqui-^ 
dation,  and  then  decree  an  offset.     Tliis  has,  no  doubt,  been  done* 
under  circumstances  of  peculiar  equity.     That  was  expressly  de-- 
dded  by  this  court,  Nims  v.  Rood,  11  Yt.  Hep.  96,  and  also  in 
Foot  V.  Ketchum,  15  lb.  258.     The  usual  course  in  such  cases  is. 
to  refer  the  party  to  a  court  of  law,  as  was  done  in  the  cases 
last  cited.     Anything  short  of  this  would  be  regarded  as  offering 
a  temptation  to  suitors,  under  circumstances,  to  withdraw  matters, 
from  the  common  law  courts,  in  order  to  have  them  litigated  in. 
the  court  of  chancery,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  legitimate  suitors  in. 
that  court,  and  the  burden  and  embarrassment  of  thai  court  with 
matters  not  appropriately  belonging  to  them.     And  it  might  some- 
times be  regarded  as  giving  the  orator  an  unequal  option,  in  se- 
lecting the  forum  for  trial.     These  considerations,  and  the  farther- 
one,  that  if  there  is  any  claim  for  damages  growing  out  of  the 
breach  of  this  bond,  it  is  a  matter  resting  altogether  in  pais,  de- 
pending upon  a  multiplicity  of  evidence,  and  that  very  conflicting^ 
XXIV.  8 
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and  80  entirely  appropriate  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury  who 
can  have  the  witnesses  before  them.  All  this  would  induce  us, 
if  there  is  any  claim  of  this  kind  upon  which,  if  the  principals 
should  prevail,  there  would  be  an  equity  in  the  orators,  or  any  of 
them,  in  claiming  to  have  a  set-off  against  these  notes,  to  refer  the 
liquidator  of  the  matter,  to  the  tribunal  having  the  common  law 
jurisdiction  of  the  claim. 

We  must  inquire,  then,  whether  if  such  a  claim  should  be  es- 
tablished at  law,  there  is  any  sufficient  ground  made  out  for  the 
interference  of  a  court  of  equity,  to  decree  a  set-off.  The  con- 
sideration that  the  nominal  parties  to  the  contracts  are  not  strictly 
mutual,  is  not  now  regarded  as  any  valid  objection  to  decreeing  a 
set-off  in  equity,  if  the  real  parties  upon  whom  the  burden  is  ulti- 
mately to  fall,  are  the  same.  The  subject  is  sufficiently  discussed 
in  Dovmer  v.  Dana,  17  Vt.  R.  518,  and  in  Blake  v.  Langdon,  19 
lb.  485.  I  should  not  now  desire  to  add  to  what  is  there  said. 
These  cases  show  that  if  the  plaintiff  here  made  out  a  case  of  the 
uUer  insolvency  of  one  or  more  of  the  principals  in  these  notes, 
the  sureties  would  have  an  equity  to  compel  the  application  of 
any  sums  due  the  principals  from  Wainwright's  estate,  before  they 
were  compelled  to  make  any  payment  out  of  their  own  funds. 
So  too,  if  the  principals  were  solvent,  and  Wainwright's  estate  in- 
solvent, they  might  compel  the  application  of  any  sum  due  them 
fram  \Vainwright's  estate,  notwithstanding  the  notes  were  signed 
by  the  other  parties,  as  mere  sureties. 

But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  decease  of  Wainwright,  and  the 
mere  jiiepresentation  of  insolvency,  when  the  estate  is  in  fact  con- 
fessedly abundantly  solvent,  is  no  sufficient  reason,  in  itself  alone, 
why  a  court  of  equity  should  interfere  to  decree  a  set-off.  It  is, 
in  fact,  oftentimes  a  serious  inconvenience,  and  sometimes,  no 
doubt,  attended  with  serious  loss,  for  a  party  to  be  compelled  to 
advance  a  large  sum  of  money,  when  a  portion  or  the  whole  of  it 
is  ultimately  to  come  to  him  from  the  very  same  party  now  seek- 
ing to  enforce  him  io  pay  money,  which,  in  moral  justice  and  equi- 
ty, he  is  not  justified  in  doing.  But  in  legal  equity  such  incon- 
venience is  not  regarded,  or  attempted  to  be  redressed.  It  is  pre- 
sumed that  where  tthere  is  an  ultimate  solvency,  the  time  of  pay- 
ment, if  protracted  by  the  mere  delay  of  judicial  administration, 
is  not  essential    Theise  is  in  many  respects,  an  analogy  between 
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this  caae  and  that  of  bankruptcy,  but  there  are  many  important 
differences.  And  one  is,  that  what  is  supposed  to  be  the  extreme 
exception  in  the  one  case,  t.  e.  that  the  funds  or  assets  will  pay  all 
the  debts,  is  of  frequent,  if  not  the  more  general  occurrence  in  the 
other  case.  So  that  what  is  in  one  case  the  exception,  may  be 
regarded  as  the  rule  in  the  other.  And  this,  of  itself,  forms  the 
sufficient  reason  why  what  is  regarded  as  sufficient  ground  of 
equitable  interference  in  the  one  case,  should  find  no  ground  what- 
ever to  stand  upon  in  the  other. 

And  the  other  ground,  to  wit,  the  insolvency  of  the  principals, 
it  was  said  in  argument,  and  is  true,  perhaps,  is  not  in  the  case. 
But  it  was  offered  to  be  put  in  by  way  of  supplemental  bill. 
And  the  chancellor  refused  to  allow  the  party  to  file  any  bill  in 
the  nature  of  a  supplemental  bill,  with  a  view  to  remedy  this  de- 
fect, upon  the  ground  that  such  facts  were  immaterial  to  the  plain- 
tiff's case.  We  now  consider  them  the  only  ground  upon  which 
this  case  can  be  made  to  stand  at  alL  If  there  were  no  other  insu- 
perable objection  or  obstacle  in  the  plaintiff's  progress,  (which  we 
shall  soon  consider,)  the  court  of  chancery,  no  doubt,  should  have 
allowed  him  to  file  his  supplemental  bill,  or  one  in  the  nature  of 
a  supplemental  bill,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  GiUett  v.  JBiaU,  13 
Ckmn.  R.  426,  which  in  this  respect  was  similar  to  the  case  before 
the  court.  In  that  case  the  supplemental  bill  was  filed  during  the 
pendency  of  the  original  bill,  and  before  the  hearing.  And  the 
additional  facts  thus  brought  into  the  case  were  regarded  as  essen- 
tial to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  Chancery. 

If  a  case  of  the  insolvency,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  the  princi- 
pal in  the  notes,  or  the  party  ultimately  liable  in  equity,  to  pay 
them,  was  made  out;  and  if  also  it  were  shown  that  this  princi- 
pal, either  in  his  own  name  or  the  name  of  others,  had  a  claim 
against  the  creditor,  which  was  not,  at  law,  under  the  control  of 
the  other  parties  to  the  notes ;  and  especially  in  the  case  of  the 
death  of  this  principal,  and  a  consequent  liability  to  have  this 
equitable  offset  absorbed  in  his  estate,  and  distributed  among  his 
general  creditors,  we  should  consider  that  there  had  arisen  a  com- 
plication of  equities,  and  counter  equities,  to  the  adjustment  of 
which,  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court  of  probate  were  wholly 
inadequate.  And  so,  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Adams  v.  Ad- 
ams, 22  Vt  R.  50,  the  court  of  chancery  would  have  jurisdiction 
in  aid  of'  the  probate  court. 
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And  in  a  case  like  the  one  supposed,  there  is  obviouslj  no  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law,  as  we  have  before  intimated. 

Some  other  objections  are  made  to  the  plaintiff's  claim,  in  a  le- 
gal point  of  view,  which  we  must  briefij  notice,  to  prevent  mis- 
apprehension. 

We  do  not  suppose  that  the  refusal  of  the  chancellor  to  allow 
the  party  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  or  one  of  that  kind,  before 
the  original  bill  comes  to  a  hearing,  is  either  a  final  decree  from 
which,  in  the  first  instance,  an  appeal  lies,  or  that  it  is  a  decision 
which  is  strictly  revisable  in  this  court,  being  matter  of  discretion, 
But  that  refusal  having  proceeded,  upon  special  grounds,  we 
should,  of  course,  give  the  party  an  opportunity  to  renew  his  ap- 
plication, after  correcting  this  misapprehension  of  the  chancellor, 
if  this  were  the  only  difficulty  in  the  plaintifl^'s  case.  If  by  this 
amendment  the  plaintiff  makes  a  new  case,  and  thus  ultimately 
obtains  a  decree  upon  other  grounds  of  equity  than  any  stated  in 
his  bill,  this  would  no  doubt,  form  an  important  consideration,  in 
fixing  the  terms  of  the  amendment,  or  in  the  final  adjustment  of 
the  costs,  which  would  scarcely  escape  the  notice  of  the  court  of 
chancery. 

Whether  the  general  frame  of  this  bill  is  of  a  character  to  enable 
the  party  to  obtain  relief  upon  this  latter  ground,  is  certainly  not 
free  from  doubt.  It  certainly  is  not  the  usual  form  of  a  bill  to 
a-each  such  an  object.  The  usual  course  is,  no  doubt,  for  the  sure- 
lies  to  bring  the  bill  in  their  own  names,  as  orators,  joining  the 
creditor  and  the  insolvent  principals,  as  defendants,  which  would 
present  the  parties  in  their  more  natural  and  true  position  before 
the  court  ^ 

The  only  remaining  objection  urged  by  the  defendants,  which 
seems  to  us  to  afford  serious  obstacles  to  the  recovery,  is  the  change 
in  the  interest  of  those  who  bought  out  the  concern  of  Wainwright, 
and  to  whom  the  bond  was  executed. 

It  was  said,  by  the  closing  counsel  for  the  plaintiff*,  that  this  was 
regarded  by  them,  as  one  invincible  obstacle  to  their  recovery  at 
law  ;  and  might  therefore  be  regarded  as  a  proper  ground  of  ap- 
plication to  a  court  of  equity,  for  relief  in  the  premises.  There 
may  possibly  be  a  good  deal  of  soundness  in  this  proposition.  As 
a  general  rule,  I  apprehend,  where  it  becomes  necessary  to  apply 
to  a  court  of  equity  to  reform  a  contract,  and  the  equity  court  do 
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fio  reform  the  contract,  they  also  retain  the  case  and  decree  relief. 
But  this  is  b  J  no  means  a  uniform  rule.  K  the  matter  is  peculiarly 
appropriate  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury,  as  in  the  present  case, 
the  party  is  handed  over  to  the  common  law  courts  for  his  redress, 
after  having  his  contract  set  right,  or  the  question  of  fact  is  sent 
to  the  courts  of  law  to  be  tried  by  the  jury. 

But  the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  being  made  to  rest  ppon 
this  ground  here  is,  that  the  case  is  not  one  which  a  court  of  equity 
would  be  likely  to  retain  upon  this  ground  alone,  it  being  so  pe- 
culiarly fit  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury ;  and  further,  this  ground 
of  relief  is  not  alluded  to  in  the  most  remote  sense,  either  in  the 
original  bill,  or  the  proposed  supplement  And  we  might  no 
doubt,  with  perfect  propriety,  here  dismiss  this  question.  But  as 
this  is  a  question  which  the  plaintiff  must  encounter  upon  the  very 
threshold,  if  he  elects  to  proceed  with  his  case.  We  have  deemed  it 
important  that  it  should  now  be  disposed  of. 

The  bond  is  in  terms  a  joint  obligation  to  Smith,  Eastman  and 
Foster,  and  not  to  their  assigns,  successors,  or  to  administrators  or 
executors  even.  The  bond  then  being  executed  to  the  three  jointly, 
and  their  interest  at  the  time,  being  confessedly  joint,  the  a<^on 
must  undoubtedly  be  in  the  joint  names  of  the  three,  so  long  as  aU 
live.  But  it  is  claimed  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  that  a  recove- 
ry could  only  be  had  for  a  breach  during  the  time  of  the  business 
being  carried  on  by  them  jointly,  u  e.  between  the  9th  day  of  June 
and  the  27th  day  of  September,  1841.  And  from  the  examina- 
tion which  we  have  been  able  to  make,  it  seems  to  us  that  in 
strictness  of  law,  such  only  is  the  extent  of  Wainwright's  obliga- 
tion, f .  e.  to  pay  what  damages  should  accrue  to  the  three  jointly, 
from  his  manufacturing  or  vending  the  prescribed  articles,  within 
the  prohibited  district  Nothing  else  is  to  be  gathered  from  the 
terms  of  the  bond,  and  nothing  else  probably  was  within  the  ex- 
press contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time.  Myers  v.  .Edge, 
7  T.  R.  250,  is  a  clear  case  to  show  that  contracts  of  indemnity  or 
bills  of  credit,  addressed  to  a  partnership,  cannot  be  enforced  afler 
one  of  the  partners  have  withdrawn  from  the  concern,  or  not  for 
credits  given  after  such  withdrawal.  The  principle  of  this  case  is 
of  daily  application  and  enforcement  in  every  commercial  state, 
where  the  common  law  of  England  prevails.  In  the  case  of  Dance 
etaL  Y.  GirdUr  et  al.,  4  B.  &  P.  34,  a  bond  was  given  to  A.,  B. 
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and  C,  and  others,  payable  to  their  successors,  for  the  faithful 
services  of  their  collector.  This  society  was  afterwards  incorpo- 
rated, and  the  collector  made  default  afler  such  incorporation,  and 
the  obligors  were  held  not  liable.  In  Barker  v.  Parker,  1  T.  R. 
287,  a  bond  to  the  obligee  and  his  executors,  for  the  faithfulness  . 
of  a  clerk,  was  held  not  to  make  the  obligor  liable  for  money  re- 
ceived by  the  clerk  and  not  accounted  for,  while  the  business  was 
carried  on  by  the  executor.  Strange  et  al,  v.  Lee,  8  East  484,  is 
a  strong  case  in  favor  of  restricting  the  obligation  to  the  time  of 
the  continuance  of  the  joint  interest  of  the  obligees.  But  it  is  not 
to  be  understood,  that  these  cases  go  so  far,  as  to  hold  that  a  bond 
executed  to  one,  and  his  successors  and  partners,  is  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  binding  to  the  full  extent  of  the  terms  used,  and  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties.  That  is  expressly  declared  by  Lord  Mans- 
field, in  Barclay  v.  Lucas,  1  T.  R.  291,  in  note,  and  again  report- 
ed by  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  in  Strange  v.  Lee.  The  contrary  would 
certainly  involve  a  very  glaring  absurdity.  But  a  court  of  law 
would  of  course  confine  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  not  enlarge 
its  obligation,  by  construction  or  implication.  And  a  court  of 
equity  must  do  the  same,  unless  applied  to  to  reform  the  bond, 
and  it  would  not  reform  a  contract  of  this  character,  except  upon 
the  most  satisfactory  grounds. 

But  the  present  case  seems  to  us  to  rest  upon  somewhat  peculiar 
grounds,  in  regard  to  the  propriety  of  afibrding  relief  in  favor  of 
those  who  should  carry  on  the  business,  although  not  the  same 
persons  named  in  the  bond. 

1.  It  is  of  a  negative  character,  not  to  do,  or  that  any  other 
shall  do,  a  particular  thing ;  but  a  personal  undertaking  to  refrain 
from  doing  it.  So  that  this  cannot  in  any  sense  be  said  to  be  an 
undertaking  founded  upon  the  personal  confidence  of  the  particu- 
lar partners  to  whom  it  was  executed.  If  he  refrained  from  the 
business,  it  would  be  indifferent  to  him  to  whom  the  business  was 
left,  except  so  far  as  his  regard  for  the  public  good  was  concerned, 
and  this  is  not,  ordinarily,  much  of  an  ingredient  in  the  considera- 
tion of  contracts. 

2.  There  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  both  parties  expected  this 
bond  to  enure  for  the  benefit  of  the  business  sold  out,  so  long  at 
least,  as  it  should  be  continued  by  the  same  persons,  either  jointly 
or  severally,  or  associated  with  others.    This  is  sufiiciently  evi- 
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denced  hj  the  conduct  of  both.  The  obligor  repeatedly  assenting, 
and  showing  by  his  conduct  very  obviously  his  belief  that  he  was 
liable  upon  his  bond,  as  well  after  as  before  the  change  in  the 
partners.  And  the  obligees  changing  their  firm  from  time  to  time, 
without  reserve,  and  still  very  obviously  relying  upon  the  perfect 
Talidity  of  the  bond,  as  a  contract  binding  upon  Wainwright. 

3.  The  good  will  of  Wainwright's  business  was  no  doubt  an  im- 
portant consideration  with  the  obligees,  for  which  they  considered 
that  they  paid  a  very  considerable  sum,  and  they  would  not  be 
likely  to  do  an  act  readily^  by  which  it  would  become  forfeited. 
Wainwright,  too,  esteemed  this  important  to  himself,  and  that  he 
was  receiving  very  considerable  for  it,  and  after  he  resumed  the 
business  again,  as  he  did  in  other  parts  of  the  State,  he  was  no 
doubt  exceedingly  anxious  to  recover  the  lost  field  of  trade,  which 
we  have  no  reason  to  doubt  he  would  immediately  have  done,  had 
he  supposed  the  obligation  of  the  bond  had  ceased,  by  reason  of 
the  change  in  the  partners,  of  which  he  was  fully  aware. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  to  us,  that  it  would  be  a 
virtual  fraud  upon  the  obligees  to  allow  Wainwright  to  escape 
from  the  obligation  of  the  bond.  Upon  this  ground  alone,  if  they 
made  proper  application  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  have  the 
bond  reformed  in  this  particular,  we  entertain  no  doubt  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  that  court  to  make  such  a  decree  upon  the  present 
state  of  the  evidence. 

1.  The  result  of  all  which,  is  that  the  plaintiff's  case  if  he  elect 
to  proceed  with  it,  must  rest  mainly,  for  its  choice  to  be  retained 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  upon  the  equitable  rights  of  the  sure- 
ties, growing  out  of  the  decease  and  insolvency  of  the.principals. 

2.  To  bring  this  into  the  case,  it  is  requisite  to  have  the  case 
remanded  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  there  obtain  leave,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  chancellor,  to  file  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  supple- 
mental bilL 

3.  In  this  supplemental  bill  it  will  be  necessary  also  to  include  an 
iq>plication  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  reform  the  bond  so  as  to 
extend  it  to  the  obligees  and  their  associates  until  the  decease  of 
Smith,  or  more  properly,  until  the  decease  of  Wainwright. 

4.  The  party  must  then  obtain  his  verdict  in  the  suit  at  law, 
Uie  rule  there  entered  for  nonsuit  having  been  already  vacated  by 
the  chancellor. 
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The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  be  there  disposed  of,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  here  decided,  and  others,  which  may  become  appli- 
cable to  the  same,  in  its  progress  and  final  determination,  in  con* 
formity  to  the  principles  of  equity  law. 


Oliver  C.  Wait  v.  Solomon  Johnson. 

Book  Account     Principal  and  agent     Disallowance  of  account. 

Auditors.     Report. 

Where  the  plaintiff  owned  the  business,  and  hired  another  to  cany  it  on,  and  the 
defendant  had  business  done,  it  is  of  no  importance  whether  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  plaintiff  owned  the  busuiess,  unless  he  has  suffered  loss  by  being  mtaled 
in  that  particular. 

Where  the  auditor  simply  states,  that  the  account  of  the  defendant  is  disallowed, 
without  the  facts  or  grounds  upon  which  the  disallowance  proceeded,  and  it  not 
appearing  that  the  auditor  was  requested  to  state  the  facts  found  by  him,  in 
regard  to  the  defendant's  account, — held^  that  one  of  these  things  is  indispensa- 
ble, to  show  sufficient  ground  to  set  aside  the  report. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  the  fol- 
lowing facts : 

That  in  the  fall  of  1844  or  1845,  one  James  Shaw,  a  blacksmith 
by  trade,  built  a  blacksmith  shop,  on  land  owned  by  one  Best,  said 
Best  having  consented  that  said  Shaw  might  do  so.  The  said 
Shaw  carried  on  business  in  said  shop  on  his  own  account,  as  a 
blacksmith,  for  two  years,  and  then  rented  said  shop  to  one  Fille- 
more,  and  hired  himself  to  said  Fillemore  by  the  month.  Fillemore 
carried  on  the  shop  about  two  years,  and  during  said  time,  Shaw 
was  the  principal  workman  in  said  shop,  but  the  work  was  don^ 
in  the  name,  and  on  the  sole  account  of  said  Fillemore.  On  the 
12th  of  February,  1849,  said  Fillemore,  left  said  shop,  and  surren- 
dered the  possession  to  Shaw,  and  said  Shaw,  from  that  time  to 
the  18th  day  of  July,  1849,  carried  on  business  in  said  shop  on  his 
own  account,  and  in  his  own  name,  and  during  this  time  defendant 
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Johnson  had  work  done  at  said  shop,  and  there  was  an  open  ac- 
count between  said  Shaw  and  Johnson,  which  was  unsettled  at  the 
time  of  the  audit.  On  the  18th  day  of  July,  1849,  the  said  Shaw 
rented  said  shop  and  the  tools,  and  hired  himself  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
work  in  said  shop.  The  plaintiff  took  possession  of  the  shop,  and 
stocked  the  same  with  iron  and  coal,  and  carried  on  the  blacksmith 
business,  in  his  own  name,  until  the  1st  day  of  February,  1850, 
and  during  said  time,  employed  the  said  Shaw,  and  paid  him  for 
his  services  by  the  day.  While  the  plaintiff  was  thus  carrying  on 
business  in  said  shop,  and  paying  said  Shaw,  the  account  accrued 
against  the  defendant.  The  defendant  supposed  that  said  Shaw 
was  doing  business  on  liis  own  account,  and  not  on  the  account  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  did  not,  at  any  time  during  the  accru- 
ing of  said  account,  give  notice  to  the  defendant,  that  said  Shaw 
was  at  work  in  said  shop  for  the  plaintiff,  nor  did  the  defendant 
make  inquiry  of  any  person,  on  whose  account  said  Shaw  was  at 
work  in  said  shop.  The  contract  between  Shaw  and  the  plaintiff 
was  a  verbal  contract. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  report,  and  general  exceptions 
by  the  defendant 


for  defendant. 


When  a  person  deals  with  an  agent,  having  no  knowledge  that 
he  is  such,  he  can  apply  any  claim  in  his  favor  against  the  agent, 
in  payment  of  a  claim  in  favor  of  the  principal,  in  a  suit  in  the 
name  of  the  principal,  for  articles  delivered,  and  labor  bestowed 
by  the  agent.  George  v.  Claggett^  7  T.  R.  355.  KeUey  v.  Mun-- 
•oil,  7  Mass.  R.  324. 

Z.  E.  PelUm  for  plaintiff. 

The  general  owner  of  property  sold,  or  the  person  interested  in 
labor  performed,  can  always  support  his  action  therefor.  Lapham 
T.  Green,  9  Vt.  407. 

And  that  the  defendant  did  not  know  with  whom  he  dealt,  can 
niake  no  difference,  so  long  as  no  fraud  was  practiced  upon  him. 

By  the  Court.  From  the  facts  reported,  there  seems  to  be 
no  doubt  whatever,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
vnoant  of  his  account,  allowed  by  the  auditor,  upon  the  facts  re- 
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ported  by  him.  The  plaintiff  owned  the  business  and  hired  shop, 
and  the  defendant  had  the  business  done.  It  is  of  no  importance 
whether  the  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  owned  the  business,  un- 
less he  has  suffered  loss  by  being  misled  in  that  particular,  noth- 
ing of  which  appears.  The  only  question,  it  seems  to  us,  which 
could  possibly  arise  in  the  case,  is  how  far  the  defendant's  account 
should  have  been  allowed  in  offset  But  in  regard  to  this  the  re- 
port is  wholly  silent.  It  is  simply  stated,  that  the  account  was 
disallowed.  The  facts  or  grounds  upon  which  the  disallowances 
proceeded,  are  not  stated,  nor  is  it  stated,  that  the  auditor  was  re- 
quested to  state  the  facts  found  by  him,  in  regard  to  the  defend- 
ant's account  One  of  these  things  is  indispensable,  to  show  suffi- 
cient ground  to  set  aside  the  report. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Lewis  H.  Beals  v,  Legrand  Olmstead. 

Vendor  and   Vendee,     Warranty.     QtiMtians  for  jury.     Inplxed 

warranty.    Declaration. 

When  the  vendor's  statements  form  the  sole  basis  of  the  sale,  his  declarations  are 
ordinarily  to  be  regarded  as  a  warranty. 

• 

So  also,  where  the  article  is  bought  for  a  paxticular  use,  and  the  vendor  knew  that 
the  vendee  would  not  buy  an  inferior  article,  the  sale  of  the  article  for  the  par- 
ticular use,  ordinarily  implies  a  warranty  that  it  is  fit  for  the  use. 

And  unless  it  is  apparent  that  vendor's  statements,  in  regard  to  the  quality  of  the 
article,  were  understood  by  the  parties,  at  the  time,  as  amounting  to  nothing 
more,  than  recommendations  of  &e  goods,  and  were  matters  of  opinion  merely, 
and  the  vendee  was  still  left  to  understand,  that  he  must  examine  and  judge  for 
himself,  the  case  should  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  unless  there  is  a  fatal  variance. 

If  a  declaration  is  defective,  that  question  should  be  made  upon  demurrer  or  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment. 

Assumpsit  on  the  warranty  of  a  quantity  of  hay ;  the  declara- 
tion was  as  follows : 
^<  In  a  plea  of  the  case,  for  that  the  defendant  in  consideration 
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^  that  the  plaintiff  would  pay  defendant  fifty-five  dollars  for  a  cer- 
^tam  mow  of  hay,  to  wit,  on  the  3l8t  day  of  January,  1850,  the 
*^  defendant  undertook  and  promised  plaintiff,  that  said  hay  was 
^  eat  and  cured  in  good  season,  was  good  bright  hay,  and  plaintiff 
^  then  and  there  paid  said  defendant  fifty-five  dollars,  and  avers 
'^that  said  hay  was  not  cut  and  cured  in  good  season,  but  was 
**  wholly  worthless." 

There  was  also  a  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

Plea,  general  issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  the  trial,  plaintiff  gave  evidence,  that  being  in  want  of  hay, 
the  defendant  offered  to  sell  the  plaintiff  a  mow  of  hay.  That  the' 
plaintiff  called  to  see  said  hay,  and  went  with  the  defendant  to  the 
bam  where  said  hay  was,  and  the  defendant  offered  to  let  the 
plaintiff  pull  off  a  board  from  the  bam  to  examine  said  hay,  to 
which  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  could  not  tell  by  that,  but  that 
he,  the  defendant,  knew  what  use  he,  the  plaintiff,  wished  to  make 
of  the  hay,  namely,  to  keep  his*  oxen  during  spring  and  summer 
while  at  work  on  the  Rail  Road,  and  that  the  defendant  knew 
whether  his  hay  was  such  as  would  answer  or  not.  Thereupon 
the  defendant  told  the  plaintiff,  that  the  hay  was  good  hay,  cut  in 
good  season,  and  was  well  cured,  and  put  into  the  bam  in  good 
order.  The  trade  was  not  then  concluded,  but  negotiation  was 
going  on  for  several  days  when  the  trade  was  completed  ;  but  it 
did  not  appear,  that  any  thing  further  was  said  between  the  par- 
ties, as  to  the  quality  of  the  hay.  When  the  plaintiff  came  to  get 
the  hay,  and  remove  the  covering,  the  hay  was  found  to  be  worth- 
less, and  the  plaintiff  refused  to  take  the  same.  An  altercation 
ensued  between  the  defendant  and  plaintiff,  when  the  plaintiff  said, 
^  Did  you  dot  tell  me  that  the  hay  was  good  hay,  cut  early,  and  cut 
around  the  bam,  and  got  in  in  good  order  ?"  to  which  the  defend- 
ant replied,  "  I  did,  and  say  so  now."  It  further  appeared  that 
said  hay  was  full  of  brakes,  and  not  such  hay  as  grew  around  the 
Wn. 

Whereupon  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  defendant,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  excepted. 

Stevens  Sf  JEdson  for  plaintiff. 

In  this  cause  the  plaintiff  contends  that  the  court  erred  in  order- 
ing a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
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There  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the  defendant's  representations, 
as  to  the  quality  of  the  hay,  to  have  the  fact  submitted  to  the  jury, 
whether  these  representations  were  by  the  vendor,  meant  as  a 
warranty  of  the  quality  of  the  article  sold,  and  was  so  understood 
by  the  vendee.  Beetnan  v.  Bucky  3  Vt  53.  Foster  v.  Estate  of 
Caldwell,  18  Vt  176.  Whitney  v.  Sutton,  10  Wend.  411.  Smith's 
L.  C.  Vol.  1,  178. 

If  the  defendant  assured  plaintiff  that  the  hay  was  good,  and  the 
plaintiff  relying  on  that  statement,  bought  the  hay,  defendant  is 
bound  to  make  his  representations  good.  Wihnot  v.  Wead,  11 
Wend.  584.     Ifaquu  v.  Plt/mpton,  11  Pick.  99-100. 

The  word  good,  as  applied  to  hay  is  not  an  unmeaning  word ;  it 
must  at  least  piean  that  the  article  was  merchantable ;  but  the  bill 
of  exceptions  finds  that  the  hay  was  entirely  worthless. 

H.  R»  Beardiley  for  defendant. 

The  declaration  alledges  the  contract  of  warranty  to  have  been 
as  follows,  ^  That  the  hay  was  cut  and  cured  in  good  season  and 
was  good  bright  hay,"  and  the  only  breach  alledged  is,  ^  that  the 
hay  was  not  cut  and  cured  in  good  season."  This  being  the  only 
breach  alledged,  the  question  is,  does  the  testimony  reported  in  the 
case  establish  this  breach.  All  it  amounted  to,  or  tended  to  prove, 
was  the  fact,  that  when  the  covering  of  the  hay  was  removed  the 
hay  was  found  to  be  worthless. 

Now,  does  this  fact  tend  to  prove  the  breaches  laid  in  the  dec- 
laration, in  the  particular  there  alledged, — clearly  not;  because, 
for  ought  this  fact  shows,  the  defendants'  declaration  '^  that  the  hay 
was  cut  and  cured  in  good  season,"  was  strictly  true,  and  the  fact 
that  the  hay  was  worthless,  does  not  tend  to  negate  the  truth  of  the 
statement. 

The  testimony  did  not  go  far  enough ;  it  should  have  shown  in 
what  particular  the  hay  was  worthless,  or  in  other  words,  it  should 
have  shown  that  it  was  worthless,  by  reason  of  not  having  been 
cut  and  cured  in  good  season. 

Indeed,  we  insist  that  the  case  is  entirely  naked  of  anything, 
tending  to  show,  '^  that  the  hay  was  not  cut  and  cured  in  good 
season."  But  on  the  contrary,  the  testimony  reported  has  the 
very  opposite  tendency,  namely,  to  prove  '^  that  its  worthlessness 
consisted  in  its  being  full  of  brakes,  and  in  being  an  inferior  kind 
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of  hay,  taken  not  around  the  bam  but  in  another  part  of  the  mead- 
ow, being  wild  grass,  and  hence,  worthless  for  the  use  that  the 
plaintiff  wanted  it. 

By  the  Court.  In  regard  to  the  general  merits  of  this  case, 
the  principles  which  must  govern,  are  too  well  settled  to  require 
much  discussion. 

As  to  whether  the  defendant's  assertions  in  regard  to  the  quality 
of  the  haj  were  understood  to  form  the  basis  of  the  contract,  there 
could  be  but  one  opinion.  The  plaintiff  declined  to  examine  the 
haj,  saying  he  could  tell  nothing  about  it.  He  expressly  inform- 
ed the  defendant  he  wanted  it  for  a  particular  use,  to  feed  his  oxen 
in  spring  and  summer,  while  at  work  upon  the  Rail  Road,  and 
that  he  must  haye  such  haj  as  would  answer  that  use.  The  de- 
fendant then  proceeded  to  make  a  statement,  in  regard  to  the  haj, 
which  brought  the  quality  of  the  hay  within  the  desideratum. 
And  after  the  negotiation  had  continued  some  days,  nothing  more 
being  said  between  the  parties,  in  regard  to  the  quality  of  the  hay, 
the  trade  was  closed,  and  plaintiff  paid  for  the  hay,  as  the  declar- 
ation states,  and  no  question  is  made  upon  this  point  It  is  scarce- 
ly possible  to  suppose  a  case,  where  it  is  more  absolutely  certain, 
that  the  defendant's  statements  formed  the  sole  basis  of  the  sale, 
than  the  present,  and  in  such  case  the  declaration  is  ordinarily  to 
be  regarded  as  a  warranty. 

As  to  how  far  statements  made  by  the  vendot,  are  to  be  regard- 
ed as  an  express  warranty,  every  case  must  depend  very  much 
upon  its  own  circumstances.     And  unless  it  is  apparent,  that  de- 
fendant's statements,  in  regard  to  the  quality  of  the  hay,  were  un- 
derstood by  the  parties,  at  the  time,  as  amounting  to  nothing  more 
than  reconmiendations  of  the  goods,  and  were  matters  of  opinion 
merely,  and  the  plaintiff  was  still  left  to  understand,  that  he  must 
examine  and  judge  for  himself,  the  case  should  be  submitted  to  a 
jurj,  unless  there  is  a  fatal  variance. 
There  is  very  much  in  the  pressnt  case  to  show,  that  defendant's 

statements  ought  to  be  regarded  as  a  warranty. 
1.  They  were  understood  by  both  parties,  as  forming  the  basis 

of  the  contract  of  sale,  there  being  no  good  opportunity  to  examine 

tbe  goods,  and  none  in  fact  attempted.     2.  They  were  in  regard 

to  matters  upon  which  the  defendant  was  supposed,  and  professed, 
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to  have  personal  knowledge,  and  what  he  said,  he  asserted  posi- 
tively ;  therefore  he  ought  to  expect  to  be  bound  by  it.  3.  The 
hay  was  bought  for  a  particular  use,  and  the  defendant  knew  plain- 
tiff would  not  buy  an  inferior  article.  The  sale  of  the  hay  then 
for  this  particular  use,  ordinarily  implies  a  certainty  that  it  is  fit . 
for  the  use. 

The  mere  assertion  that  hay  is  good  hay,  certainly  implies 
something  more  than  was  found  in  this  case,  but  good  hay  for  the 
particular  use,  cut  and  cured  well,  in  good  season,  is  sufficiently 
definite  one  would  think. 

We  think  the  breach  alledged  is  sufficiently  broad.  It  is  even 
broader  than  the  promise  alledged.  But  the  plaintiff  must  of 
course  be  confined  to  the  breach  of  the  contract  alledged.  And 
that  seems  to  us  to  afford  a  very  considerable  range,  under  the 
proof  stated. 

Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded. 

If  the  declaration  is  defective,  that  question  should  be  made  upon 
demurrer,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment. 


HiRAH  H.  Little  v.  Stephen   E.  Keyes  &   C.  W.  Ketes, 

Trustee. 

Husband  and  Wife,    Evidence. 

Where  the  ri^  or  camt  of  action  accraes  during  coverture,  the  husband  may  lue 
alone.  So  if  the  right  of  action  is  inchoate  before  marriage  and  c<msummate 
after,  the  husband  may  sue  alone,  or  join  the  wife;  but  in  no  case  must  the  wife 
be  joined,  except  where  the  cause  of  action  would  survive  to  her. 

The  plaintiff  offered,  as  proof  of  an  acknowledgment  of  the  defendant,  (a  letter 
dated  March,  1846,  written  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifiTs  wife,  after  her 
marriage,  she  having  signed  a  note  with  the  defendant  before  her  marriage,)  that 
the  plaintiff  *s  wife  signed  the  note  as  his  surety,  that  he  was  under  obligation  to 
pay  the  note.  It  was  held — that  the  evidence  should  pass  to  Uie  jury,  under  in- 
structions from  the  court,  as  to  the  law  arising  from  the  facts,  as  they  shall  find 
them  to  exist  from  the  evidence. 

Indebitatus  Assumpsit  for  money  paid,  laid  out  and  expend- 
ed.    Plea,  non-asstimpsit,  and  trial  hj  jury. 
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On  trialy  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence,  a  note  dated  May  1, 
1838,  signed  bj  the  defendant,  and  one  Hetty  M.  Kejes,  for  the 
sum  of  two  hundred  and  ninety-six  dollars,  payable  to  Elizabeth 
G.  and  Sarah  B.  Little,  on  demand  with  interest.    The  plaintiff 
iurtlier  showed,  in  evidence,  that  the  said  note  was  given  by  the 
defendant,  for  a  tract  of  land  in  Sheldon,  sold  to  the  defendant  by 
said  Hetty  M.  Keyes,  as  agent  for  said  Elizabeth  6.  and  Sarah 
B.  Little.    That  said  Hetty  M.,  afterwards,  in  1840,  removed  to 
the  State  of  Ohio,  and  soon  after  her  removal,  she  delivered  said 
note  to  said  Elizabeth  6.  and  Sarah  B.  Little,  who  then  resided 
in  that  State.    That  prior  to  the  delivery  of  said  note,  by  said 
Hetty  M.  to  said  Elizabeth  6.  and  Sarah  B.  Little,  it  was  signed 
by  Stephen  E.  Keyes,  (the  defendant)  alone,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  such  delivery,  an  objection  was  made  to  the  ability  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  thereupon  said  Hetty  M.  Keyes  signed  said  note  as 
surety  for  defendant    It  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant  had  at 
any  time,  requested  said  Hetty  M.  Keyes  to  sign  or  become  secu- 
rity for  the  payment  of  said  npte.     The  plaintiff  further  proved, 
that  said  Hetty  M.  Keyes  afterwards  intermarried  with  the  plain- 
tiff, and  was  still  his  wife.    The  plaintiff  further  offered  and  read 
in  evidence,  a  letter  from  the  defendant,  dated  March,  1845,  to 
pbuntiff^s  wife,  after  her  intermarriage  with  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  defendant  recognized  the  act  of  said 
Hetty's  signing  said  notfe,  and  assented  to  the  same,  and  recognized 
a  liability  on  his  part  to  indemnify  said  Hetty  for  so  doing.     He 
also  read  the  depositions  of  James  Little,  Lyman  Little  and  Wil- 
liam T.  Bascomb,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  said  note  was 
given  for  said  land,  and  that  said  Hetty  M.  signed  said  note,  that 
he,  the  plaintiff  had  paid  all  of  said  note,  except  one  hundred  dol- 
lars paid  by  defendant,  in  consequence  of  the  liability  thus  assumed 
hj  his  wife,  before  her  intermarriage  with  him.     Upon  this  evi- 
dence, the  defendant  insisted  that  the  plaintiff's  wife  should  have 
been  joined  in  the  action,  and  for  want  of  such  joinder  of  the  plain- 
tiff's wife,  the  action  could  not  be  sustained.    The  objection  was 
overmled  by  the  court.    The  defendant  then  insisted,  that  the  said 
letter  did  not  contain  either  a  request  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  to  pay 
K&id  note,  nor  an  acknowledgment  that  said  note  had  been  signed 
by  said  Hetty  by  his  request,  nor  the  defendant's  assent  to  such  an 
act   But  the  court  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  should  find  from 
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the  letter  aforesaid,  that  the  defendant  did  assent  to  said  Hetty's 
signing  said  note,  and  did  recognize  a  liability  on  his  part  to  in- 
demnify said  Hetty,  they  would  return  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. 
Verdict  for  plaintiff. 

To  the  decision  of  the  court  and  charge  aforesaid,  the  defendant 
excepted. 

C  Beckwith  for  defendant. 

1.  The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  by  virtue  of  a  contract  made 
by  the  defendant  with  the  plaintiff's  wife,  before  marriage.  The 
defendant's  obligation  by  that  contract  was,  that  he  should  indem- 
nify and  save  harmless,  the  plaintiffs  wife,  from  all  damage,  in 
consequence  of  her  signing  a  promissory  note  with  him.  When 
that  contract  was  broken,  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  might  have  de- 
declared  upon  it  specially,  and  to  recover  any  costs  or  expenses 
they  must  have  declared  specially.  General  assumpsit  for  money 
paid  will  not  change  the  parties  to  the  suit.  As  the  wife  should 
have  been  joined,  had  the  declaration  been  special,  she  should 
have  been  joined  in  this  suit.  1  Ch%tty'$  Plead.  29.  Morse  v. 
Earl  et  at.,  13  Wend.  R.  271. 

2.  The  court  erred  in  permitting  the  defendant's  letter  to  go  to 
the  jury  for  them  to  find  from  a  recognition  of  his  liability  to  plain- 
tiff's wife.  The  legal  effect  of  evidence  is  a  question  for  the  court 
and  not  for  the  jury.  MorriU  v.  Frith,  3  M.  &  W.  402.  NeUan 
V.  Harford,  8  M.  &  W.  823.  Doe  d  Cuvson  v.  Edmonds  6  M.  & 
W.  295.     Clarke  v.  Dutchess,  9  Cowen,  674. 

X.  E.  Felton  and  K  E.  Hubhell  for  plaintiff. 

The  objection,  that  it  was  necessary  to  join  plaintiff's  wife,  ap- 
pears to  be  without  foundation.  If  she  had  been  joined  the  suit 
would  have  failed  for  the  misjoinder.  She  had  no  interest  in  the 
case,  the  money  paid  for  defendant  was  never  hers. 

The  letter  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury  for  them  to  find 
facts  under  the  instructions  of  the  court,  the  exceptions  are  not  to 
the  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury,  but  that  the  court  did  not 
construe  the  letter. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
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IsHAM,  J.  The  plaintiff,  in  this  action,  seeks  to  recover  the 
amount  of  money  paid  by  him,  on  a  note  payable  to  Elizabeth  and 
Sarah  Little,  and  which  wa3  executed  by  the  defendant  as  princi- 
pal, and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  before  her  marriage^  as  surety. 
We  learn  from  the  case,  that  nfter  the  marriage  of  theplai  ntiff,  he 
paid  the  money  on  the  note  for  which  this  suit  is  brought. 

It  is  objected  in  the  case^  that  this  action  should  have  been 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  and  that  the  ac- 
tion cannot  be  sustained  in  the  name  of  the  husband  alone. 

It  is  evident,  that  no  right  of  action  on  this  matter  existed  at 
Che  time  of  the  marriage,  for  no  money  had  been  paid  by  the 
«urety  at  that  time.     There  was  simply  a  liability  on  her  part^ 
and  which  liability  was  aflcrwards  imposed  on  the  plaintiff  by  his 
marrmge.     A  right  of  action  accrued  only  on  the  payment  of  the 
money  in  discharge  of  that  liability.     If  the  nooney  had  been  paid 
hy  her  before  marriage^  the  cause  of  action  would  have  accrued 
whilst  sole,  and  she  must  then  have  joined  in  the  action,  as  in  case 
of  his  death,  the  right  of  action  Would  have  survived  to  her.     And 
possibly  she  might  have  been  joined,  if  afler  marriage,  the  claim 
had  been  paid  from  her  separate  estate^     But  where  the  right  or 
cauie  of  action  accrues  during  coverture,  as  in  this  case,  on  the 
payment  of  the  money  in  discharge  of  the  debt,  the  husband  may 
sue  alone,  so  if  the  right  of  action  is  inchoate  before  marriage  ancl 
consummate  after,  he  may  sue  alone  or  join  the  wife.     In  no  c^es 
must  she  be  joined,  except  where  the  cause  of  action  would  survive 
to  her.     And  as  the  money  in  this  case  was  advanced  by  ti>«  hus- 
band in  his  own  right,  and  in  discharge  of  a  personal  Obligation 
resting  upon  him,  we  do  not  see  that  the  cause  of  action  would 
survive  to  her,  on  the  death  of  the  husband.     I^  is  manifest  his 
personal  release  would  have  discharged  this  dcbli,  on  the  ground 
that  the  legal  interest  in  the  contract  was  v«sted  in  him,  and  hav- 
ing this  legal  interest,  he  can  sustain  this  suit,  alone.     Chitty  on 
Plea.  29.     1  B.  &  Aid.  224,  McNeihge  v.  HoUoway. 

The  note  upon  which  this  payment  was  made,  was  dated  May 
1, 1838,  and  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  was  signed  by  the  de- 
fendant alone.  The  note,  during  the  year  1840,  was  taken  to 
Ohio,  and  delivered  to  the  payees  and  owners,  by  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  before  her  marriage.  Objections  being  made  as  to 
the  ability  of  the  m^ker  to.  pay  the  note,  it  was  signed,  on  tbatoc-. 
xxrv.  9 
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casion  by  the  plaintiff's  wife,  before  her  marriage,  as  surety  for 
the  defendant 

It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  this  action  cannot 
be  sustained  for  the  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  on  this  note,  as  it 
was  not  signed  by  the  surety  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  or  by 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  and  that  it  was  a  Toluntary  act  on 
the  part  of  the  surety,  and  for  which  no  obligation  of  indemnity 
arises  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

It  was  unquestionably  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  by 
competent  evidence,  that  the  obligation  assumed  by  the  plaintiff's 
wife  before  her  marriage,  and  the  payment  of  the  money  by  the 
plaintiff  after  the  marriage,  were  made  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, or  under  such  circumstances  as  would  show  that  the  rela- 
tion of  principal  and  surety  existed  between  them.  Tins  as  a 
question  of  fact,  could  be  proved  by  various  modes.  It  was  com- 
petent to  show  an  express  request,  either  previous  or  cotempora- 
neous  with  the  execution  of  the  note,  or  circumstances  from  which 
the  law  will  imply  a  request  It  was  competent  also  to  show  that 
fact  by  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  defendant,  either  verbal  or  by  written  communi- 
cation. 

For  this  purpose,  the  letter  dated  in  March,  1845,  written  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  after  her  marriage,  was  offer- 
ed and  read  in  evidence.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  letter  was 
not  offered  to  prove  a  special  contract,  on  which  the  action  was 
brought,  and  on  which  the  court  were  called  upon  to  decide  as  to 
its  legal  effect,  but  it  was  offered  as  proof  of  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  plcuntiff 's  wife  signed  the  note  as  his 
surety,  that  he  was  under  obligations  to  pay  the  note,  and  relieve 
the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  from  the  payment  of  the  same.  For  that 
purpose,  the  letter  was  properly  passed  and  submitted  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury,  as  depositions  used  in  the  case  are  submit- 
ted, for  them  to  ascertain  and  draw  the  inference,  whether  or  not, 
at  the  time  of  signing  the  note,  or  paying  the  same,  the  relation  of 
principal  and  surety  existed  between  them. 

The  evidence  should  pass  to  the  jury  under  instructions  from 
the  court  as  to  the  law  arising  from  the  facts,  as  they  shall  find 
them  to  exist,  from  the  evidence.  This  instruction  was  given,  and 
no  exceptions  have  been  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  court.    And 
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the  jury  have  found  from  this  acknowledgment  of  the  defendant 
as  contained  in  this  letter,  that  the  defendant  did  assent  to  the 
signing  of  this  note  by  the  surety,  and  did  recognize  a  liability  on 
his  part  to  indemnify  the  surety  therefrom.  And  this  finding  of 
the  jury,  we  are  convinced,  is  founded  in  the  justice  and  equity  of 
the  case,  and  that  the  facts  so  found,  do  create  a  liability  on  the 
defendant  to  repay  the  money  advanced  on  the  note. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  af- 
firmed. 


James  H.  Farrar,  by  his  Guardian,  H.  D.  Farrar  r.  E.  H. 

Olmstead  and  Wife. 

Abatement.     Guardian,    Decrees  of  the  Probate  Court. 

When  a  niinor  has  no  parent  living  who  is  authorized  to  act  as  his  guardian,  on 
application  of  such  minor  or  of  any  relative  or  fnend,  the  probate  court  may  ap- 
point some  suitable  person,  and  under  this  provision  of  the  statute,  whenever  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian  is  made  by  the  probate  court,  notice  is  not  required 
to  be  given  to  any  one. 

James  H.  Farrar  commenced  an  action  in  general  asshmpsit  by  his  guardian,  H. 
D.  Farrar,  and  the  defendants  plead  in  abatement,  that  H.  D.  Farrar  was  not  a 
legal  guardian  of  the  minor,  and  had  no  right  to  commence  the  action.  The 
question  arising  upon  demurrer,  as  to  the  legality  of  the  appointment  of  the 
guardian,  it  was  hdd^  that  so  long  as  the  decree  of  the  probate  court  making 
the  appointment  remained  unappealed  from,  or  unreversed,  this  court  is  bound 
by  the  abjudication  of  the  probate  court,  and  that  third  persons  cannot  pleitd  the 
matter  in  abatement  of  suits  commenced,  and  in  this  collateral  manner  nullify 
the  decrees  of  the  probate  court. 

Assumpsit.  The  action  was  commenced  by  James  H.  Farrar, 
in  the  name  of  H.  D.  Farrar,  his  guardian.  The  defendants  plead 
in  abatement  that  H.  D.  Farrar  is  not  legal  guardian  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  said  James  H.  has  a  maternal  parent  still  living  and  re- 
siding in  the  same  probate  district  with  said  James  H.,  &c.  "the 
plaintiffs  replied,  that  the  maternal  parent  of  the  said  James  H., 
was  and  still  is  a  married  woman,  and  not  authorized  to  act  as  the 
guardian  of  the  said  James  H.  To  the  replication  of  the  plain- 
tiffs the  defendants  demurred. 
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The  county  court,  pro  forma,  decided  that  the  plaintijOTs  writ 
and  declaration  be  quashed.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

A.  0.  Aldis  for  plaintiff, 

1.  The  plea  in  abatement  holds  the  appointment  of  H.  D.  Far- 
rar as  guardian  to  be  void,  because  the  minor  at  the  time  of  such 
appointment  being  the  owner  of  personal  estate  and  having  a 
mother  living,  the  mother  had  no  notice  of  the  application  for  such 
appointment  and  no  opportunity  to  make  her  objections.  This 
position  the  defendants  would  sustain  by  a  construction  of  the 
third  clause  in  Sec.  4,  Chap.  65  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  p.  332. 
The  replication  avers,  that  the  mother  at  the  time  of  such  appli- 
cation and  appointment  was  and  still  is  a  married  woman  and 
"  was  not  authorized  to  act  as  guardian  "  of  such  minor,  and  there- 
fore not  entitled  to  notice. 

The  words  of  the  statute  in  clause  3d,  Sec.  4,  Chap.  65,  are : 
"  When  a  minor  having  a  parent  living,  who  is  authorized  to  act 
as  his  ffuardian,'*  Sfc,  then  "previous  to  such  appointment,  the 
parent  shall  have  notice  of  the  application,"  &c. 

It  is  only  in  this  particular  case  that  the  parent  is  entitled  to 
notice.     The  statute  does  not  provide  for  notice  in  any  other  case. 

2.  The  marriage  of  the  mother  had  extinguished  her  authority 
as  guardian.  Sec.  2  and  20  of  Chap.  65  of  Rev.  Stat,  1839. 
Field  et  ux.  v.  Torrey^  7  Vt.  372. 

Tlie  replication  avers  that  she  was  married  and  was  not  author- 
ized to  act  as  guardian. 

3.  The  appointment  of  H.  D.  Farrar  as  guardian  by  the  pro- 
bate court,  though  without  notice  if  required,  is  not  void.  He  can 
act  under  it  until  his  authority  is  revoked  by  the  probate  court. 
The  irregularity  cannot  be  takan  advantage  of  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment. 

Admit  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  notice  to  the  parent  was 
one  of  the  requisite  "  regulations "  mentioned  in  the  first  para- 
graph of  Sec.  4th.  The  remedy  for  its  omission  is  by  application 
of  the  mother  to  the  probate  court  to  revoke  the  appointment  and 
allow  her  a  hearing.     Cleveland  v.  Hopkins,  2  Aik.  394. 

H.  M.  Safford  and  IT.  B.  Beardsley  for  defendants. 
The  decision  of  the  county  court  in  this  case  was  correct. 
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The  court  of  probate  is  a  court  of  special  and  limited  jurisdic- 
tion and  derives  all  its  authority  from  the  statute.  Hendrick  et 
ux.  V.  Cleveland^  2  Vt.  329. 

The  minor  was  the  owner  of  personal  estate  at  the  time  of  the 
application  to^  and  appointment  by  the  probate  court  of  Harvey 
D.  Farrar  his  guardian,  and  the  mother  of  said  minor  was  at  the 
same  time  living  within  the  State,  and  as  a  prerequisite  to  said  ap- 
pointment, due  and  reasonable  notice  should  have  been  given  to 
the  parent  of  said  minor  of  the  application  and  an  opportunity  to 
make  her  objections.     Chap.  69  Sec.  3  Compiled  Statutes. 

If  the  probate  court  appoint  a  guardian  over  a  minor  who  owns 
estate,  real  or  personal,  and  has  a  parent  living  within  the  State 
without  such  notice,  such  appointment  is  void.  Shumway  et  al. 
V.  Skumwaffy  2  Vt  339. 

The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  the  case  of  Chase  v.  Haihaway^ 
14  Mass.  222. 

The  opinion  of  thjB  court  was  delivered  by 
IsHAM,  J.     To  this  action  in  general  ivssumpsit,  the  defendants 
have  plead  in  abatement  that  Harvey  D.  Farrar  was  not  a  legal 
guardian  of  the  minor  James  H.  Farrar,  and  had  no  right  to  com- 
mence this  action. 

The  question  arising  upon  this  demurrer,  is  upon  the  legality  of 
the  appointment  of  this  guardian  by  the  probate  court,  and  wheth- 
er notice  of  such  application  was  neces»sary  to  be  given  to  the 
mother  or  parent  of  the  minor  previous  to  the  appointment  of  such 
guardian.     The  demurrer  admits  that  no  such  notice  was  given. 

The  2d  Sec  of  Chap.  69  of  Comp.  Statutes  of  1850,  page  406, 
provides  that  if  the  father  of  a  minor  child  be  dead,  the  mother  re- 
maining unmarried  shall  be  the  guardian  of  such  cliild,  for  all  pur- 
poses, until  another  shall  be  appointed. 

The  58th  Section,  provides  that  the  marriage  of  a  female,  who 
is  a  guardian,  shall  extinguish  her  right  and  authority  as  such,  in 
which  case  another  guardian  may  be  appointed.  The  marriage, 
the  moment  it  is  consummated,  takes  away  her  authority  to  fur- 
ther act  as  such  guardian.  The  minor,  then,  has  no  parent  living 
^ho  is  authorized  to  act  as  his  guardian. 

The  4th  Section  of  this  act  provides  that  when  a  minor  has  no 
parent  living  who  is  authorized  to  act  as  his  guardian,  on  applica- 
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tion  of  such  minor,  or  of  any  relative  or  friend,  the  probate  court 
may  appoint  some  suitable  person  to  be  his  guardian.  Under  this 
provision  of  the  statute,  whenever  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
is  made  by  the  probate  court,  notice  is  not  required  to  be  given  to 
any  one — for  the  obvious  reason  that  no  adverse  interest  is  in- 
volved in  the  adjudication,  or  concluded  by  the  decree  of  the 
court  And  we  entertain  no  doubt  but  that  the  appointment  of 
the  guardian  in  this  case  falls  within  this  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  that  no  notice  was  necessary  to  be  given.  The  demurrer 
in  this  case  admits  the  death  of  the  minor's  father,  and  the  mar- 
riage -of  his  mother,  by  which  her  right  and  authority  to  act  as 
guardian  is  as  effectually  extinguished,  as  if  the  relation  of  parent 
and  child  did  not  exist.  This  right  being  taken  away  by  statute, 
notice  of  the  application  for' a  guardian  was  not  necessary,  for  the 
reason  assigned.  The  mother  had  no  adverse  right  involved  in 
the  adjudication,  or  which  could  be  concluded  by  the  decree  of 
such  court 

Under  the  3d  class  of  cases  mentioned  in  the  4th  Section  of  this 
act,  notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  parent  previous  to  such 
appointment  This  case,  we  think,  is  unaffected  by  this  provision 
of  the  statute.  It  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  minor  has  a 
parent  living  who  is  authorized  to  act  as  his  guardian.  In  this 
case,  if  the  mother  of  this  minor  had  remained  unmarried,  she 
would  be  authorized  by  express  provision  of  the  statute  to  act  as 
his  guardian,  and  being  authorized  and  having  the  right,  she  could 
not  be  deprived  of  the  same  by  the  appointment  of  another  as 
guardian,  without  notice  being  given  of  such  application,  and  her 
being  found  incompetent  or  unsuitable  to  discharge  the  duties  and 
trust  of  that  appointment.  And  wherever  the  action  and  decree 
of  the  probate  court  are  necessary  to  deprive  her  of  that  right,  no- 
tice must  be  given.  But  when  she  has  extinguished  that  right 
and  authority  by  her  own  act,  in  contracting  a  relation  inconsist- 
ent with  the  duties  of  that  appointment,  the  case  then  falls  within 
the  first  class  of  cases  mentioned  in  the  4th  Section  of  the  act,  and 
no  notice  is  necessary  to  be  given  .previous  to  such  appointment 

There  is  another  difficulty  in  sustaining  this  plea  in  abatement. 
So  long  as  the  decree  making  that  appointment  remains  unap- 
pealed  from  or  unreversed,  we  must  feel  bound  by  the  adjudica- 
tion of  that  court. 
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The  power  of  appointing  guardians  exclusivelj  belongs  to  the 
probate  court ;  no  other  court  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  it. 
They  have  power  also  to  vacate  such. appointments  for  anj  mat- 
ters arising  subsequent  to  the  decree,  and  if  there  has  been  any 
error  in  their  proceedings  in  making  such  appointment,  it  is  one 
of  the  inherent  powers  of  the  court  to  revise  and  correct  its  own 
proceedings.  It  was  so  held  in  Adams  v.  Adams,  21  Yt  Rep.  167. 
But  this  must  be  on  direct  application  to  that  court  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  from  their  decree  appeals  can  be  had  to  the  appellate 
court.  And  it  is  the  only  proper  way  by  which  the  validity  of 
such  decrees  can  be  called  into  question.  If  the  parents,  relatives 
and  friends,  are  satisfied  with  the  decree  and  appointment,  and 
take  no  steps  for  its  reversal,  certainly  third  persons  cannot  plead 
the  matter  in  abatement  of  suits  commenced,  and  in  this  collateral 
manner  nullify  the  decrees  of  the  probate  court. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  re- 
versed, and  the  defendants  must  answer  over. 


The  State  r.  Julius  D.  Scott. 
Manslaughter,     Indictment. 

One  indicted  for  manslaughter  may,  on  trial,  be  convicted  for  an  attauU  and  battery^ 
thou^  the  indictment  contain  no  count  specially  charging  the  minor  offence. 

This  was  an 

Indictment  for  Manslaughter  in  several  counts.  Plea, 
not  guilty,  and  trial  by  jury,  in  the  county  court,  September  Term, 
A.  D.  1851, —  Bennett,  J.,  presiding. 

On  trial,  the  government  introduced  testimony,  tending  in  all 
essential  particulars,  to  prove  the  crime  of  manslaughter  as  charged 
in  the  indictment. 

The  respondent  claimed  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to 

prove  the  beating  and  wounding,  as  alledged  in  the  indictment,  and 

f  proved,  that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the 

leath  of  Bailey,  was  the  result  of  the  beating  and  wounding  by 
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the  respondent,  and  introduced  some  testimony,  tending  to  prove 
that  it  might  have  resulted  from  another  cause ;  and  it  was  admit- 
ted that  Bailey  died  on  the  16th  day  of  January,  1851,  one  month 
after  the  alledged  beating. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  fully  satisfied  from 
the  evidence,  that  the  assault  and  battery  and  beating  and  wound- 
ing, as  aUedged  in  the  indictment,  was  proved,  and  were  not  so 
satisfied  that  the  death  of  Bailey  was  the  result  of  such  beatmg 
and  wounding,  they  might  return  the  respondent  guilty  of  a  com- 
mon assault  and  battery,  and  not  guilty  of  manslaughter  on  the 
residue  of  the  indictment. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  an  assault  and  battery, 
as  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the  residue  of 
the  indictment. 

The  respondent  excepted  to  the  charge  of  the  court  as  above 

recited. 

W.  C.  Wilson,  Stevens  Sf  Edson  for  respondent. 

We  insist  that  an  indictment  for  a  crime  which  is  felony  al 
common  law,  and  by  statute,  will  not  support  a  conviction  for  a 
misdemeanor.  1  Russell  on  Cr.  777  to  782.  2  Strange  1133. 
1  Leach  12.     1  Chit,  on  Crm.  PL  206,  207,  520,  521,  522. 

The  English  statute  is  not  applicable  to  this  indictment ;  but  if 
it  were,  the  case  does  not  come  within  its  provisions,  as  construed 
by  the  judges  of  the  court  of  criminal  appeal  in  England.  Begina 
V.  Bird  et  tix.,  2  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  R.  448. 

Evidence  which  would  be  admissible  to  justify  or  mitigate  an 
assault,  might  be  inadmissible  on  trial  for  manslaughter,  under 
this  indictment.  2  Stark.  Ev.  720.  1  Coxe  424.  2  Stark.  Ev. 
52.     6  Mod.  Rep.  172. 

The  conviction  in  this  ease  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  any  sub- 
sequent proceeding  for  the  same  assault.  State  of  New  Jersey  v. 
Cooper,  1  Green.'s  Rep.  362.  Begina  v.  Bird  et  ux,,  2  Eng.  L. 
and  Eq.  Rep.  448. 

G.  F.  Houghton  for  State. 

1.  A  defendant  indicted  for  assault  and  battery  with  intent  to 
murder,  may  be  convicted  of  a  simple  assault  and  battery.  Greater 
offences  include  the  lesser  of  a  kindred  character,     Roscoe's  Dig. 
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Cr.  Evidence,  p.  74.  1  Starkie's  Evidence  (5th  Am.  Ed.)  p.  418. 
Hudson  V.  State,  1  Blackford's  R.  318.  Dunham  v.  State,  1  do. 
p.  37.  Stewart  v.  State,  5  Ohio  R.  242.  State  v.  Coy,  2  Aiken's 
R.  181.  Commonwealth  v.  Dunn,  19  Pickering  479.  Common- 
wealth  V.  Bope,  22  do.  17.     Commonwealth  v.  Griffin,  21  do.  523. 

2.  As  to  the  question  of  practice,  it  has  been  decided  that  the 
proper  practice  is  to  indict  and  try  for  the  higher  crime,  and  if  the 
part  of  the  offense  which  is  peculiar  to  that  is  not  proved,  and  all 
that  is  necessary  to  constitute  the  inferior  one  is,  that  the  verdict 
should  convict  of  the  inferior  felony  and  acquit  as  to  the  residue 
of  the  charge.     1  Green's  New  Jersey  R.,  ^ate  v.  Cooper,  p.  362. 

3.  So  far  as  precedent  is  concerned,  the  principle  sought  to  be 
established  was  distinctly  set  forth  as  long  ago  as  1827,  in  the  case, 
the  State  v.  Co^f,  2  Aiken  181. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Is  HAM,  J.  The  respondent  was  indicted  for  manslaughter,  and 
on  trial  was  convicted,  under  the  charge  of  the  court,  of  a  common 
assault  and  battery.  The  jury  have  found  by  their  verdict,  that 
the  death  of  Bailey  was  not  occasioned  by  the  assault,  beating  and 
wounding,  as  alledged  in  the  indictment,  and  the  question  is,  can  a 
conviction  for  an  assault  and  battery  be  sustained  on  an  indictment 
for  manslaughter. 

In  England,  the  rule  seems  well  settled,  that  "w1j"'-v-  an  indict- 
■^ment  includes  an  offense  of  an  inferior  degree,  the  }\try  may  dis- 
**  charge  the  defendant,  of  the  higher  crime,  and  convict  him  of 
"  the  lesser."  As  on  an  indictment  for  murder,  he  may  be  con- 
victed of  manslaughter ;  for  robbery,  of  theft  ;  for  grand  larceny, 
of  petit  larceny,  and  on  an  indictment  founded  on  a  statute  he  may 
be  convicted  of  an  offense  at  common  law.  In  all  these  cases,  and 
others  of  a  similar  character,  the  inferior  offense  of  which  he  is 
convicted,  is  of  the  same  character  as  the  greater  of  which  he  is  • 
indicted,  only  it  is  inferior  in  degrees  of  guilt.  The  evidence  in- 
troduced to  prove  the  greater  offense,  sustains  the  latter.  The 
principle  is  favorable  for  the  respondent,  and  for  which  he  has  no 
reason  to  complain. 

It  is  equally  well  settled  in  England,  that  on  an  indictment  for 
^ felony  at  common  law,  a  conviction  cannot  be  had  for  a  mtsde- 
neanor.    The  reasons  assigned  are,  that  the  respondent  loses  the 
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right  of  a  special  jury,  benefit  of  counsel,  and  a  copy  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  for  this  he  has  reason  to  object  and  complain,  and  courts 
adopting  rules  most  favorable  for  the  respondent,  will  not  allow 
such  conviction.  But  for  these  causes,  we  see  no  reasons  why  at 
common  law,  such  a  conviction  would  not  be  sustained.  These 
reasons  manifestly  do  not  exist  in  this  State. 

Felony,  as  existing  at  common  law,  is  not  known  under  the  laws 
of  this  State,  as  crimes  do  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate. 
But  offences  are  distinguishable  into  what  may  be  termed  crimes 
and  misdemeanors  ;  the  former  punishable  capitally,  or  by  confine- 
ment in  the  State  Prison,  and  the  latter  by  fine,  or  imprisonment 
in  the  county  jail.  On  the  trial  of  these  cases,  there  is  no  differ- 
ence in  the  mode  of  trial  or  the  right  of  the  respondent,  and  no 
reason  exists  in  this  State,  why  one  indicted  for  that  which  would 
be  a  felony  at  common  law,  may  not  be  convicted  of  a  misdemean- 
or. The  conviction  would  bar  a  subsequent  prosecution,  as  well 
as  a  conviction  for  thefl,  under  an  indictment  for  burglary  or  rob- 
bery ;  indeed,  we  must  consider  this  subject  as  having  been  decided 
in  this  State  in  the  two  cases  to  which  we  have  been  referred. 
In  case  of  State  v.  McLean^  1  Aik.  Rep.  313,  the  respondent  was 
indicted  for  forgery,  which  was  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the 
State  Prison,  but  of  which  offence  he  was  acquitted  by  the  jury 
and  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor,  a  cheat,  an  offense  at  common 
law,  and  fined.  So  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Coy,  2  Aik.  Rep.  181, 
the  respondent  was  indicted  for  an  cusault  ttnth  intent  to  murder j 
an  offense  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  State  Prison,  and 
on  trial  he  was  acquitted  of  that  offense,  but  convicted  of  a  common 
assault.  Manslaughter  is  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  State 
Prison  ;  it  is  followed  by  no  greater  punishment  or  legal  conse- 
quences than  forgery  or  an  assault  unth  intent  to  murder.  And 
if  a  jury  in  those  cases  may  acquit  of  the  greater  offense,  and  con- 
vict of  the  lesser,  it  would  seem  to  follow,  as  a  necessary  conclu- 
sion, that  the  same  principle  would  apply  to  the  other  case. 

The  result  is,  that  th^  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed. 
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JoHK  H.  BuKTON  V,  Orlando  Stevens. 

AsmmpsiL     Statute  of  LimitcUions. 

B.  eommenced  his  action  npon  two  promissoiy  notes  dated  Marcli  2, 1882,  eze- 
coted  by  S.  to  B.,  to  whicli  S.  plead  the  statute  of  limitations.  B.,  to  remove 
the  statute  bar,  relied  npon  the  following  agreement  entered  npon  the  back  of 
the  two  notes,  signed  by  the  defendant  S.  under  date  of  August  19, 1841,  in  these 
words :  ^  I  hereby  agree  that  I  will  not  take  any  advantage  of  the  statute  of  lim 
'Citations  on  the  ¥rithin  two  notes."  The  court  held  that  this  agreement  re- 
moved the  statute  bar,  and  that  S.  was  technically  estopped,  by  his  agreement, 
from  making  this  defence. 

Assumpsit  on  two  promissory  notes.  The  defendant  filed  his 
declaration  on  book  in  offset,  judgment  to  account  in  the  county 
court,  and  auditor's  report,  which  was  accepted.  Plea  in  offset 
and  statute  of  limitations,  and  replication — issue  to  the  court. 
On  trial  the  plaintiff  introduced  two  notes  dated  March  2,  1832, 
and  an  indorsement  thereon,  signed  bj  the  defendant  under  date 
of  August  19,  1841,  in*  these  words:  '^I  hereby  agree,  that  I  will 
^not  take  any  advantage  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  on  the  with- 
**in  two  notes." 

The  several  signatures  of  the  defendant  were  admitted  to  be 
genuine. 

The  county  court,  July  adjourned  term,  1851, — Pierpoint, 
J^  presiding,  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  notes  and  interest,  deducting  the  indorsements  and 
the  amount  of  the  balance  due  on  book  account  as  reported  by  the 
auditor,  and  his  costs.     Exceptions  by  the  defendant. 

ff.  G,  Edion  for  defendant. 

1.  The  first  question  that  arises  in  this  case,  is,  was  the  con- 
tract made  by  the  defendant  on  the  19th  day  of  August,  A.  D. 
1841,  a  valid  contract?  It  is  insisted  that  it  was  not;  being 
without  consideration  it  is  void. 

The  plaintiff  for  more  than  two  years  before  that  time  had*  no 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendant ;  no  consideration  passed  at 
the  time,  and  it  was  a  mere  nudum  pactum, 

2.  In  the  written  agreement  it  is  contended  that  there  is  neither 
an  acknowledgment  of  any  debt  due,  or  promise,  express  or  im- 
plied, of  payment.    The  agreement  being  in  writing  and  without 
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ambiguity,  must  if  not  void,  be  construed  according  to  its  plain 
import.  CamjLth  v.  Paige^  22  Vt.  179,  Phelps  v.  Stewart^  12 
Vt.  256.  AUm  v.  Webster ^  15  Wend.  284.  Bell  v.  Marison,  1 
Peters  351. 

3.  It  is  contended,  that  the  plaintiff  not  having  replied  the 
agreement  by  way  of  estoppel,  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  it  here. 
AUen  V.  Webster,  15  Wend.,  page  289. 

H.  JR.  Beardsley  for  plaintiff. 

The  agreement  of  August  19,  1841,  cannot  be  construed  to  im- 
port anything  less  than  an.  unqualified  admission  that  the  note 
was  then  a  subsisting  debt,  and  that  he  was  willing  to  pay  it.  In 
short,  that  he  thereby  intended  to  waive  and  did  waive  the  protec- 
tion of  the  statute. 

Language  similar  to  this  has  been  held  to  import  a  promise  to 
pay.  Gardner  v.  McMahon,  43  Com.  Law  Rep.  867.  Paddock 
V.  OoJby,  18  Vt.  485. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  plaintiff  has  brought  his  action  upon  two  prom- 
issory notes  dated  March  2,  1832,  executed  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  to  which  the  defendant  has  plead  the  statute  of 
limitation,  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not  accrue  within  six  years, 
and  upon  which  issue  is  joined. 

The  evidence  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies  to  remove  this  stat- 
ute bar,  is  the  agreement  entered  on  the  back  of  the  notes,  signed  by 
the  defendant  under  the  date  of  August  19,  1841,  in  these  words: 
"  I  hereby  agree  that  I  will  not  take  any  advantage  of  the  statute 
"  of  limitations  on  the  within  two  notes."  It  is  claimed  by  the  de- 
fendant that  this  writing  is  not  sufficient  to  revive  the  debt  That 
it  contains  no  acknowledgment  that  it  is  due,  or  a  promise  to  pay, 
and  that  an  acknowledgment  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  must  contain  an  unqualified  and  direct  admission  of  a 
pr^ent  subsisting  debt,  and  from  which  a  promise  to  pay  the  same 
can  be  found. 

It  is  evident  that  in  making  that  agreement  the  defendant  in- 
tended to  place  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  sufficient  evidence  to 
protect  his  claim  from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  in  taking  this  agreement  supposed  that  his  claim  was 
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saved  thereby  from  ita  operation.  It  is  just  and  reasonable,  there- 
fore, that  such  an  effect  should  be  given  to  this  agreement,  if  it 
can  be  consistent  with  established  rules  of  law.  The  language  of 
Lord  Denman  in  the  case  of  Gardner  v.  McMahon,  43  Com. 
Law  Repts.  870,  has  a  direct  application  to  this  case :  ^^  that  it 
"  may  well  be  supposed  that  the  creditor  on  his  part,  has  forborne 
"  to  sue,  relying  upon  this  undertaking  as  preserving  his  right  of 
"action  in  future."  It  is  equally  to  be  presumed  that  the  cred- 
itor, in  the  same  reliance,  has  permitted  to  pass  from  his  posses- 
sion the  evidence  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute,  which 
he  might  have  controlled  previous  to  the  execution  of  that  agree- 
ment. The  defense,  if  available,  is  a  violation  of  the  defendant's 
agreement,  and  we  entertain  jio  doubt  that  he  is  concluded  there- 
by. In  the  caSe  of  Paddock  v.  Colby,  18  Vt.  Rep.  485,  the  de- 
fendant used  this  language:  ^Hhat  he  had  assured  the  plaintiff 
"  that  he  would  not  take  advantage  of  the  statute  of  limitations," 
and  the  court  held  that  the  claim  was  saved  from  its  operation. 
In  the  case  of  The  Utica  Insurance  Co,  v.  Bloodgood,  4  "Wend. 
652,  the  defendant  signed  a  written  agreement  in  these  words : 
"I  hereby  agree  not  to  plead  the  statute  of  limitation,"  &c.,  and 
SuTHERLAif  D,  J.,  said :  "  The  defendant  is  estopped  by  his  stipu^ 
^lotion  from  availing  himself  of  the  statute  of  limitations."  These 
aathorities  are  satisfactory  upon  the  effect  that  should  be  given  to 
the  writing  upon  the  back  of  the  notes,  for  it  is  an  agreement  by 
the  defendant  that  the  notes  shall  be  placed  upon  the  same  foot- 
ing as  if  the  statute  had  not  run  on  the  claims,  the  notes  then  fur- 
mshing  the  evidence  of  the  debts,  and  the  promise  to  pay. 

The  admission  of  this  testimony  is  objected  to,  under  the  issue 
as  formed  in  this  case,  and  if  the  writing  has  the  effect  to  prevent 
the  operation  of  the  statute.  It  is  claimed,  that  it  should  have 
been  replied  by  way  of  estoppel,  as  intimated  in  the  case  of  Allen 
T.  Webster,  15  Wend.  Rep.  289. 

Aether  it  is  proper  evidence  under  this  issue  depends  upon 
the  construction  which  should  be  given  to  the  words  so  written, 
^<i  whether  they  contain  an  express  or  implied  acknowledgment 
*Jiat  the  debt  is  due,  and  a  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
^t  to  pay  it.  If  with  this  writing  there  had  been  a  protestation 
that  the  claim  was  unjust,  the  statute  would  prevail,  as  was  de- 
cided in  Carruth  v.  Paige,  22  Vt.  Rep.  180.     Allen  v.  Webster, 
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15  Wend.  Rep.  284,  and  Phelps  v.  Stewart,  12  Vt.  Rep.  256,  as 
there  would  be  wanting  evidence  of  a  willingness  and  promise  to 
pay  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  But  where  the  writing  is  un- 
conditional in  its  terms  and  unaccompanied  by  any  such  protesta- 
tions, then  it  does  contain  such  an  acknowledgment  and  affords 
evidence  of  such  a  promise  as  will  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
statute  under  this  issue. 

In  the  case  of  Gardner  v.  McMahon^  we  find  a  construction 
given  to  similar  language.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  says  that  when 
the  debtor  uses  the  language,  "  I  will  waive  the  statute,"  it  con-s- 
tains an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  and  a  promise  to  pay.  Pat- 
terson, J.,  says  that  these  words  standing  alone,  make  a  promise, 
and  will  avoid  the  statute  of  limitation ;  and  with  this  construction 
Williams  and  Wightman,  Justices,  agreed.  And  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  this  evidenx;e  was  received  under  the  same  issue  as 
formed  in  this  case. 

The  construction  thus  given  to  this  writing,  and  which  we  feel 
disposed  to  adopt,  disposes  of  the  question  made  in  this  case,  tJhat 
the  writing  is  ineffectual,  being  made  after  the  statute  had  run  on 
the  notes.  For  if  the  debtor  by  any  language  acknowledges  the 
debt  and  expresses  a  willingness  to  pay  it,  the  debt  is  revived, 
though  the  statute  has  run  on  the  claim.  We  think,  also,  that  the 
defendant  is  technically  estopped  by  this  agreement  from  making 
this  defense. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed. 


The  State  Treasurer  v.  Joseph  Friott  and  William  Y. 
Weightman,  Adm'rs  op  the  Estate  op  Guy  Fletcher. 

Scire  Facias.     Misjoinder.    Demurrer.    Judgment, 

Scire  facias  against  one  of  two  joint  recognizors,  and  the  administrators  of  the 
other,  is  clearly  a  misjoinder,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  on  demurrer, 
where  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration. 
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Scire  Facias  against  one  of  two  joint  recognizors,  and  the  ad- 
ministrators of  the  other.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the  dec- 
laration. County  court,  September  term,  1851.  The  court  ad- 
judged the  same  to  be  insufficient,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the 
defendants  to  recover  their  costs.     Exceptions  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  facts  in  the  case  fully  appear  from  the  briefs  and  opinion 
of  the  court 

Geo.  F.  Houghton  for  plaintiff. 

This  is  a  judicial  process  issued  against  the  defendants,  citing 
them  to  show  cause  why  the  State  Treasurer  should  not  have  an 
execution  against  the  said  Joseph  Friott  and  an  execution  against 
the  goods  and  chattels  and  estate  of  one  Guy  Fletcher,  deceased, 
now  lodged  in  the  hands  of  William  Y.  Weightman,  administrator 
of  said  Fletcher. 

It  is  based  upon  an  antecedent  judgment  rendered  by  default, 
and  the  plaintiff  contends, 

1.  That  a  scire  facias  lies  only  to  obtain  execution  of  a  judg- 
ment, or  in  personal  actions,  to  revive  a  judgment.  It  lies  not  at 
common  law ;  but  it  was  first  introduced,  and  its  nature  declared, 
by  the  statute. 

2.  The  stringent  rules  of  pleading  relative  to  the  non-joinder 
or  i^isjoinder  of  parties,  can,  therefore,  have  no  bearing  upon  this 
kind  of  process.  Although  one  principal  and  the  administrator  of 
the  other  are  cited  into  court  in  one  citation,  it  does  not  follow 
that  they  must  be  included  in  one  judgment  or  one  execution. 
The  prayer  of  the  scire  facias  is,  that  the  State  Treasurer  may 
have  an  execution  against  Friott,  and  may  also  have  one  against 
the  goods,  chattels  and  estate  of  Fletcher,  now  in  the  custody  of 
Hs  administrator. 

3.  Whenever  there  is  a  change  of  parties,  by  marriage,  bank- 
ruptcy or  death,  whereby  other  persons  become  interested  in  the 
execution  of  the  judgment,  a  sdre  facias  is  necessary  to  make 
such  new  person  a  party  to  the  judgment. 

As  for  instance,  where  a  feme  sole  plaintiff,  after  a  report  of 
referees  in  her  favor,  married;  and  a  judgment  was  entered  upon 
the  report  and  execution  issued,  without  a  scire  facias  having 
^en  issued  to  make  the  husband  a  party,  the  execution  was  set 
^de  for  irregularity.     Johnson  v.  Parmlev.     7  Johnson's  R.  271. 
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H,  E,  Royce  for  defendants* 

1.  The  action  oi  scire  facias  is  governed  by  the  rules  of  plead-* 
ing  applicable  to  other  actions,  ex  contractu^  and  we  believe  the 
law  is  well  established,  that  where  the  contract  counted  upon  was 
joint  and  several,  the  executor  or  administrator  of  a  deceased  par- 
ty cannot  be  joined  with  the  survivor.  1  Chitty  on  Pleading,  p. 
30. 

2.  That  a  misjoinder  of  this  kind  can  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
demurrer,  where  the  objection  appears  on  the  face  of  the  plead- 
ings, wc'  believe  is  equally  well  established.  1  Chitty's  Plead- 
ing, 44  and  203. 

3.  The  State  is  to  be  treated  like  any  other  creditor  of  the  in- 
testate. Hence  it  follows,  that  the  allowance  of  the  claim  declared 
on  by  the  commissioners  appointed  to  allow  claims  against  the  es- 
tate, was  a  prerequisite  to  the  right  of  recovery  thereon. 

By  the  Court.  This  is  a  scire  facias  against  one  of  two  joint 
recognizors,  and  the  administrators  of  the  other. 

This  is  clearly  a  misjoinder  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  on 
demurrer,  when  it  appears  upon  -the  face  of  the  declaration.  The 
plaintiff  can  have  but  one  judgment,  and  that  judgment  must  be 
against  both  defendants,  and  no  judgment  of  that  kind  could  prop- 
erly be  rendered  against  both  these  defendants,  as  one  of  them  is 
not  personally  liable.  Judgment  affirmed. 


Gardner  Green,  Joseph  Blake  and  James  M.  Tabob  v, 
Alanson  M.  Clark,  Administrator. 

Probate  Court,     Appointment  of  Administrator,    Appeal, 

The  stntiitc  p^o^'^8ion  requiring  the  final  decision  consequent  upon  an  appeal,  to 
be  certified  back  to  the  probate  court,  is  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  probate 
court  to  conform  its  action  to  the  law  of  the  case  as  settled  upon  the  appeal; 
rather  than  to  restore  jurisdiction  or  to  furnish  notice  to  that  court  of  the  general 
result  of  the  appeal. 

Where  an  appeal  had  been  taken  from  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  establishing  a 
will,  and  a  final  decision  against  the  will,  (which  was  the  only  matter  inyolred 
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in  the  appeal,)  had  been  regularly  made,  some  eight  years  before  the  appoint- 
ment in  controversy,  it  appearing  that  the  estate  was  not  adapted  to  a  special 
an^  Dmited  administration,  but  demanded  one  with  the  ordinary  powers  and 
responsibilitiea,  it  was  held,  that  the  probate  court  could  rightftilly  grant  the 
administration  which  was  needed,  though  the  judgment  annulling  the  will  had 
not  been  certified  to  that  court  in  obedience  to  the  statute. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  appointing  an  ad- 
ministrator of  the  estate  of  Thomas  Clark,  deceased. 

The  appellants  set  forth  in  their  plea  '<  that  the  said  Alanson 
M.  Clark  ought  not  to  be  appointed  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased,  because  the  said  Thomas  Clark  did  not  die  intestate^ 
but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  in  his  life  time  made  and  executed 
his  last  will  and  testament,  and  therein  appointed  Carj  Clark  his 
executor,  and  that  said  Cary  duly  presented  said  will  to  the  pro- 
bate court  for  the  district  of  Georgia,  &c.,  and  that  said  court  on 
the  elcTenth  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1840,  did  decree  that  said  will 
and  testament  was  a  valid  instrument,  duly  proved  as  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  the  said  Thomas  Clark,  deceased. 

The  defendant  in  his  replication  set  forth  that  he  ought  not  to 
be  barred,  &c.,  because  the  said  Thomas  Clark  in  his  life  time 
did  not  make  and  execute  any  will  or  instrument,  but  died  intes- 
tate, though  true  it  is,  that  said  Thomas  did  attempt  to  make  a 
wOl  and  testament,  and  therein  appoint  said  Cary  executor,  but 
said  instrument  was  not  executed  in  due  form  of  law,  and  that 
said  decree  of  the  probate  court  was  appealed  from  on  the  23d 
day  of  July,  1840,  to  the  county  court  next  to  be  holden  at  St. 
Albans,  within  and  for  the  county  of  Franklin,  that  such  appeal 
being  granted  by  the  probate  court,  was  duly  entered  in  the  coun- 
ty court,  on  the  second  Tuesday  of  September,  A.  D.  1840,  that 
such  proceedings  were  had  thereon  in  due  form  of  law,  that  said 
case  was  continued  from  time  to  time  until  the  September  term 
of  said  court,  A.  D.  1841,  when  the  said  county  court,  upon  a 
bearing  of  said  appeal,  did  give  judgment  that  said  instrument 
was  not  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Thomas  Clark,  de- 
ceased, and  that  said  decree  of  the  probate  court  be  reversed, 
wbicb  said  decree  of  the  county  court  was  duly  certified  back  to 
^e  said  probate  court  on  the  tenth  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1850, 
l>y  Joseph  H.  Brainard,  county  clerk  of  the  said  county  court,  and 
on  the  eleventh  day  of  September,  1850,  was  duly  filed  and  re- 
corded in  said  probate  court,  &c. 
XXIV.  10 
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The  appellants  in  their  rejoinder  set  forth  that  after  the  grant- 
ing of  the  appeal,  as  in  said  replication  mentioned,  and  after  said 
appeal  was  duly  entered  in  said  county  court,  said  probate  court 
was  divested  and  ousted  of  all  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  executor  or  administrator,  except  as  is  provided  by  law, 
to  wit,  (to  appoint  an  administrator  to  take  charge  of  said  estate 
until  said  appeal  was  decided,)  until  the  final  decision  and  judg- 
ment upon  sud  appeal  should  be  certified  to  the  said  probate'* 
court  from  the  county  court,  &c.  That  said  probate  court,  beforo 
said  decision  and  judgment  was  certified  to  said  probate  court,  to 
wit,  on  the  eighth  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1849,  did  decree  that  the  said 
Alanson  M.  Clark  be  appointed  administrator  upon  the  estate  of 
the  sud  Thomas  Clark,  deceased,  in  full  and  without  limitation, 
&c. 

To  this  rejoinder  the  defendant  demurred.  The  county  court, 
September  Term,  A.  D.  1850,  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  ad- 
judged the  rejoinder  insufficient  To  which  decision  the  i^pel- 
lants  excepted. 

Stevens  4*  JSdson  for  appellants.  ^ 

B.  H.  SmaUey  and  A,  0.  AhUs  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoTCE,  Ch.  J.  This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  pro- 
bate court,  appointing  Alanson  M.  Clark  administrator  upon  the 
estate  of  Thomas  Clark.  And  the  question  presented  by  the 
pleadings  is,  whether  an  administrator  for  general  purposes  could 
legally  be  appointed,  before  the  decision  of  the  county  court  upon 
a  former  appeal,  disallowing  the  will  of  Thomas  Clark,  was  certi- 
fied to  the  probate  court 

The  statutes  regulating  appeals  from  probate  courts  have  uni- 
formly required  that  the  final  decision  consequent  upon  an  appeal 
shall  be  certified  back  to  the  probate  court ;  and  that  the  subse- 
quent action  of  the  probate  court  shall  be  in  conformity  to  such 
decision.  This  latter  requirement  indicates  the  reason  and  ground 
of  the  former.  Where  the  decision  of  the  appellate  court  em- 
braces various  subjects,  or  is  qualified  by  special  limitations  or 
conditions,  the  probate  court  might  be  unable,  without  the  certifi- 
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cate,  or  other  evidence  from  the  record  equally  full  and  authentic, 
to  conform  its  action  to  the  law  of  the  case  as  settled  upon  the 
appeal.  And  we  consider  that  the  certificate  was  enjoined  to  ob- 
viate such  embarrassments,  rather  than  to  restore  jurisdiction  to 
the  probate  court,  or  to  furnish  notice  to  that  court  of  the  general 
result  of  the  appeal.  It  may  be  further  remarked,  that  no  statute 
has  declared  the  effect,  in  case  the  judgment  is  not  so  certified. 
We  therefore  incline  to  the  opinion,  that  the  want  of  such  a  cer- 
tificate is  in  no  case  a  legal  bar  to  proceedings  in  the  probate 
eourt,  though  upon  subjects  affected  by  the  decision  of  the  appel- 
late court;  that  although  it  may  occasion  embarrassment,  the 
ooort  can  nevertheless  act  with  effect,  if  its  action  is  warranted  by 
the  law  and  fact  as  they  reaUy  exist  at  the  time. 

In  this  instance,  it  is  true,  that  whilst  the  former  appeal  was 
pending  in  the  county  court,  or  until  the  invalidity  of  the  will  was 
judicially  settled,  none  but  a  special  administrator  could  be  ap- 
pointed to  collect  and  take  charge  of  the  estate  for  the  time  being. 
But  a  final  decision  against  the  will,  which  was  the  only  matter 
involved  in  the  appeal,  had  been  regularly  made,  some  eight  years 
before  the  appointment  now  contested.    After  that  decision  the 
condition  of  the  estate  was  not  adapted  to  a. special  and  limited 
administration,  the  occasion  for  which  had  passed,  but  demanded 
one  with  the  ordinary  powers  and  responsibilities.     And  under 
the  circumstances,  we  think  the  probate  court  could  rightfully 
grant  the  administration  which  was  needed,  though  the  judgment 
annulling  the  will  had  not  been  certified  to  that  court  in  obedience 
to  the  statute. 

Judgment  of  the  county  court  affirmed. 
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Joseph  Goslin  v.  Thomas  Hodson  and  Henry  Fisk. 

Book  Account,     Master-builder,     Payment  pro  tanio.     Tender, 

Where  the  plaintiff  rcoommcnded  himself  as  a  competent  workman  and  undertook 
to  work  as  a  miLster-buildcr,  and  through  negligence  or  unskilfuhiess  the  defend- 
ant puffored  loss,  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  sum  due  for  his  services  at  the 
stipulated  rate,  held,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  his  labor. 

The  acceptance  of  money  paid  into  court,  operates  as  a  payment,  pro  tanio^  and 
also  as  a  conclusive  admission  of  the  conditions  upon  which  it  was  paid  into 
court. 

Money  paid  into  court,  not  in  pursuance  of  a  tender  made  before  the  suit  is  brought, 
must,  to  be  available,  include  the  costs  in  the  suit  up  to  that  time. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  the  facts 
substantially  as  follows. 
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• 

The  plaintiff,  being  a  carpenter  and  joiner  by  trade,  offered 
himself  to  the  defendants  as  a  competent  mechanic  to  build  them 
a  crane,  to  be  placed  on  their  dock  at  Isle  La  Mott,  for  conve- 
nience in  loading  heavy  blocks  of  marble  and  other  freight  on 
board  of  vessels  along-side  of  the  said  dock,  and  agreed  with  de- 
fendants to  build  for  them  on  their  said  dock  a  good  crane,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  to  be  paid  therefor  one  dollar  per  day  for  his  la- 
bor by  the  defendants. 

Under  this  agreement  the  plaintiff  worked  twelve  days  for  the 
defendants,  and  during  said  time  the  plaintiff  built  the  crane  and 
worked  five  of  the  said  twelve  days  in  enlarging  and  fitting  the 
dock  for  the  reception  of  the  said  crane. 

After  the  crane  was  raised  the  defendants  objected,  that  the 
crane  was  unskilfully  constructed,  and  declined  paying  the  plain- 
tiff for  his  labor.     About  the  17th  of  July,  1846,  the  plaintiff  com- 
menced an  action  on  book  against  the  defendants.     After  the  com- 
mencement of  the  said  suit,  but  whether  one  or  two  days  before 
the  time  set  in  the  writ  for  trial  did  not  appear,  the  defendants 
tendered  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $2,50  in  satisfaction  of  the 
pliuntiff's  claims,  which  sum  the  plaintiff  refused  to  receive.     On 
the  day  of  trial  in.  the  justice  court,  the  defendants  brought  into 
court  $2,50  and  insisted  on  it  as  a  tender.     After  the  jury  had 
rendered  their  verdict  in  the  cause,  the  foreman  of  the  jury  ob- 
served, that  the  $2,50  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  the  justice  took 
the  money  and  handed  it  to  the  plaintiff,  he,  in  the  absence  of  his 
counsel,  received  it  and  carried  it  out  of  court.     The  plaintiff, 
after  consulting  his  counsel,  and  the  next  morning  after  the  said 
trial,  returned  the  money  to  the  justice.     At  the  time  the  tender 
was  made,  the  plaintiff's  costs  which  had  then  accrued  was  ninety- 
two  cents.     The  auditor  also  found  that  the  crane  was  defective, 
by  reason  of  the  unskilfulness  or  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  in  con- 
structing it,  and  that  the  defendants  sustained  damage  thereby,  to 
an  amount  of  more  than  ther  unpaid  balance  of  the  plaintiff's  ac- 
count   The  defendants  charged  in  their  account  for  taking  down 
the  said  crane  and  framing  it  over,  also  for  delay  in  the  use  of 
t^e  said  crane,  which  items  the  auditor  decided  could  not  be  ad- 

•  

justed  in  this  form  of  action.  The  auditor  decided  that  there  was 
nothing  due  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  to  balance  book 
*<^unt  between  them. 
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The  county  court,  February  term,  1851, — Bennett,  J.,  presid- 
ing,—accepted  the  report  and  rendered  judgment  thereon  for  the 
defendants.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

F.  Httzen  for  plaintiff. 

G.  Harrington  for  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  professed  mechanic,  and  in  that  character 
contracted  to  build  the  defendants  a  good  crane,  in  consideration 
that  they  would  pay  him  one  dollar  per  day  for  his  work ;  these 
were  dependent  contracts ;  the  plaintiff  cannot  pocket  his  dollar 
per  day,  and  then  turn  the  defendants  over,  to  his  irresponsibility, 
for  the  damage  they  have  sustained. 

The  plaintiff's  labor  having  been  bestowed  upon  fixtures,  he 
may  be  legally  entitled  to  recover  for  so  much  benefit  as  he  has 
bestowed  upon  the  defendants  above  the  injury  he  has  inflicted. 
Dyer  v.  Jones,  8  Vt.  205.  Taft  v.  Montague,  14  Mass.  282. 
Gilman  v.  HaU,  11  Vt.  510.     Chit,  on  Cont.  569. 

By  the  Court.  It  seems  from  the  facts  reported  by  the  au- 
ditor, that  the  plaintiff  recommended  himself  as  a  competent  work- 
man and  undertook  to  work,  as  a  master-builder ;  and  through  his 
negligence  or  unskilfulness,  the  defendants  suffered  loss  to  a  great- 
er amount  than  the  sum  due  for  his  services  at  the  stipulated  rate. 
We  think  this  will  defeat  the  action.  The  plaintiff  having  ac- 
cepted the  money  paid  into  court,  it  must  operate  as  a  payment^ 
pro  tanto,  and  also  as  a  conclusive  admission  of  the  conditions  up- 
on which  it  was  paid  into  court  But  this  will  not  place  the 
plaintiff  in  any  worse  condition  than  if  he  had  withstood  the  de- 
fendants' offer  of  the  money.  For  in  that  case  he  might  have 
been  compelled,  by  rule  of  court,  to  accept  the  money  paid  into 
court,  at  any  time,  or  proceed,  at  the  peril  of  paying  costs  after 
that  time,  in  the  event  of  his  not  recovering  more  than  was  offered 
under  the  rule.  But  this  must  be  understood  with  this  limitaUon, 
that  money  paid  into  court  not  in  pursuance  of  a  tender  made  be- 
fore the  suit  is  brought,  must,  to  be  available,  include  the  costs  in 
the  suit,  up  to  that  time.  Judgment  affirmed. 
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Amos  A.  Weight  v.  A.  B.  Hazen  and  Benj.  Gobdon. 

Estoppel*    False  imprisonment.    Jurisdiction  of  justices.    Ha- 

beas  Corpus. 

If  one  assume  to  justify,  by  special  process  of  ct^nas,  he  should  in  his  plea,  state 
snch  facts,  as  justify  that  form  of  process. 

Estoppels,  to  be  available,  where  there  is  more  than  one  party,  must  be  mutual, 
and  can  only  operate  upon  the  parties  to  the  issue,  and  those  who  stand  in  privity 
of  estate  or  descent. 

In  a4(uit  against  a  justice  for  false  imprisonment  on  a  capias  that  he  signed;  all 
that  is  requisite  for  him  to  show  is,  that  the  original  writ  described  the  debtor  as 
a  non-re^dent,  and  that  he  signed  the  writ  supposing  such  to  be  the  fact. 

Sound  poUcy  requires,  in  this  State,  that  the  same  rule  of  construction  be  extended 
in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  of  the  peace,  as  is  done  in  favor  of  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction. 

An  execution  prima/acie  shotdd  follow  the  writ 

If  new  facts  arise  before  the  issuing  of  an  execution,  by  which  the  debtor  is  entitled 
to  have  it  issue  against  his  goods  and  chattels  only,  he  may  pursue  his  right  on 
habeas  corput. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  false  imprisonment.  The 
defendants  plead — first,  the  general  issue,  and  secondly,  a  plea  in 
bar — that  defendants  in  this  suit  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  com- 
mitted by  virtue  of  legal  process,  and  that  defendant  Grordon  was 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  &c.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  replied 
that  said  writ  was  issued  without  the  requisite  formalities,  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  in  this  action,  was  a  resident  citizen  of  this  State  at 
the  time  of  his  committal  upon  said  process. 

The  defendants,  in  their  rejoinders,  replied  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  estopped  from  pleading  said  last  mentioned  plea,  be- 
cause the  plaintiff,  in  their  suit,  (the  defendant  Hazen  being  plain- 
tiff in  that  suit,  and  defendant  Gordon  was  the  justice  before  whom 
£aid  suit  was  made  returnable,)  had  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1849,  pleaded  said  facts  in  abatement  before  the  said  justice 
Gordon,  to  whom  said  process  was  returnable,  and  that  said  justice 
rendered  judgment  against  this  plaintiff,  on  said  plea. 

The  county  court,  August  Term,  1851,  on  demurrer  rendered 
judgment  that  said  rejoinders  are  sufficient.  Exceptions  by  the 
plaintiff. 
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G.  Harrington  for  plaintiff. 

The  proposition  that  the  judgment  of  Grordon,  as  a  justice  should 
estop  the  plaintiff  from  avering  and  proving,  that  he  was  a  resi- 
dent citizen  is  without  legal  foundation.  The  67th  Sec.  of  Comp. 
St.  chap.  31  p.  251,  has  in  general  terms  prohibited  the  wrrtst  or 
imprisonment  of  resident  citizens ;  notwithstanding  the  proviso, 
there  is  no  longer  any  general  authority  in  clerks  and  magistrates 
to  issue  writs  of  capias  on  contracts  made  after  January,  1839, 
consequently,  this  process  against  the  body  of  Wright,  issued  and 
served  on  the  22d  of  March,  1850,  was  void  process,  it  was  not 
only  issued  without  law,  but  agunst  a  positive  statute.  The  writs 
being  void,  all  the  proceedings  under  it  was  coram  nonjudice  ;  a 
court  must  have  jurisdiction  of  the  process,  as  well  as  the  person 
and  the  subject  matter,  and  in  this  case,  for  want  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  first  he  failed  to  have  jurisdiction  of  the  latter.  Aiken 
V.  Richardson,  15  Vt.  R.  500.  Perkins  v.  Proctor  S^  Greeny  2 
Wilson  R.  385.  Persons  v.  Loid,  3  Wilson  341.  Baker  v.  Bro- 
ham  4"  Norwood,  8  Wilson  368. 

In  the  case  of  a  blank  deputation,  afterwards  filled  up,  as  well 
as  one  wrongly  inserted  in  a  county  court  writ,  as  in  the  cases 
of  Kelly  Y.  Paris  et  al.,  W  Vt.  261;  Ross  v.  Fuller,  12  Vt 
265  ;  DoJbear  v.  Hancock,  19  Vt.  R.  388,  this  court  held,  that  the 
ser\'ices  were  void,  and  that  the  doings  of  the  deputed  persons 
were  trespasses.  Could  any  after  adjudication,  in  those  cases  have 
been  pleaded  as  an  estoppel  in  those  actions,  for  trespasses  com- 
mitted by  the  deputed  persons  ? 

The  defendants  pleas  and  rejoinders  fail  to  answer  the  plaintiff^s 
writ  and  replication,  and  for  that  cause  are  bad. 

The  plaintiff  has  alledged  in  his  replication,  the  illegality  of 
issuing  the  execution  and  his  imprisonment  upon  it,  while  he  was 
a  resident  citizen,  and  to  this  part  of  the  case  the  defendants  make 
no  excuse  except  the  judgment  of  the  defendant  Gordon,  of  the 
15th  of  April,  1850.  The  plaintiff  might  have  been  a  nonresident 
on  the  22d  of  March,  the  time  of  the  serving  of  the  writ,  to  which 
time  the  plea  in  abatement  must  have  related,  and  have  been  a 
resident  citizen  on  the  15th  of  April,  when  the  execution  was 
issued.  See  Sawyer  v.  Vilas,  19  Vt  R.  43  and  note.  The  legal 
construction  of  the  act  of  1843,  CJomp.  St  p.  251,  Sec.  68,  is,  that 
the  writ  of  execution  is  placed  on  the  same  footing  of  mesne  process 


JANUARY  TERM,  1852.  145 

Wright  9.  Hazen  and  Gordon. 

and  an  affidavit  must  be  filed  to  make  an  execution  valid  against 
a  resident  citizen's  body,  the  same  as  in  case  of  mesne  process. 
2  Wilson  R.  3.     Scott  v.  Diocon  and  noteSy  1  Saunders  R.  299. 

Stevens  4*  Edson  and  Sowles  for  defendants. 

For  the  defendants  it  is  contended,  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
under  the  statute  of  November  12,  1849,  submitted  the  question 
in  dispute  to  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  decision  of  that 
court  is  conclusive,  and  that  he  is  estopped  from  again  litigating 
the  point  so  decided.  IVevivan  v.  Lawrence  et  al.y  2  Smith's 
Leading  Cases  486. 

Bt  the  Court.  To  state  the  points  involved  in  this  case  in 
the  briefest  manner,  it  appears  to  us, 

1.  That  the  estoppel  relied  upon  by  the  defendant,  who  was  a 
partj  to  the  original  suit,  is  conclusive  as  to  him,  and  when  replied 
bj  him  separately,  is  available.  But  it  can  only  defeat  the  plain- 
tiff's replication,  and  thus  leave  the  defense  to  stand  upon  the  de- 
fendants' plea. 

2.  The  plea  of  this  party,  Hazen,  it  seems  to  us  is  defective,  in 
not  containing  an  allegation,  that  the  plaintiff  here,  at  the  time  of 
praying  out  process,  in  the  original  action  against  him,  was  a  non- 
resident. The  common  form  of  civil  process  now,  1>oin«r  that  of 
summons  or  attachment  of  goods,  &c.  if  one  assume  t'»  justify,  by 
virtue  of  special  process  of  capias,  he  should,  in  hi ;  plea,  state 
such  facts  as  justify  that  form  of  process. 

3.  As  to  the  justice  Gordon,  it  seems  to  us  the  estoppel  is  not 
available  as  such,  in  his  behalf.  He  not  being  a  party  to  the  for- 
mer issue,  would  not  be  bound  where  the  finding  was  against,  and 
cannot,  therefore,  take  advantage  of  a  finding  in  his  favor,  inas- 
much as  estoppels  must  be  mutual,  and  can  only  operate  upon  the 
parties  to  the  issue,  and  those  who  stand  in  privity  of  estate  or 
descent.  ' 

This  will  leave  the  case  to  stand,  as  to  him,  upon  his  plea  and 
the  plaintiff's  replication,  which  will  make  it  substantially  bad, 
without  regard  to  the  form  of  pleading,  as  it  will  show  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  resident  citizen  at  the  time  the  writ  issued.  This 
will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  judgment,  in  his  favor,  on  the 
pleadings. 
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But  as  it  is  probable  a  repleader  may  be  desired,  we  will  sug* 
gest  our  view  of  the  law  arising  upon  the  other  questions  discussed. 

1.  As  to  the  justice,  it  seems  to  us  aU  that  it  is  requisite  for  him 
to  show  is,  that  the  original  writ  described  the  debtor  as  a  non- 
resident, and  he  signed  the  writ  supposing  such  to  be  the  fact, 
having  no  mode  of  trying  that  question  in  advance.  But  we  are 
aware  that  the  decisions  in  New  York,  and  probably  in  some  of  the 
other  States,  have  required  the  justice  to  know  the  facts,  limiting 
the  extent  of  his  jurisdiction,  at  his  peril.  But  no  such  rule  has 
ever  been  applied  to  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  either  in  West- 
minster Hall,  or  in  this  country,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  of 
the  peace  has  become  so  important  and  extensive,  that  we  incline 
to  believe  sound  policy  requires  us  to  extend  the  same  rule  of 
construction  in  favor  of  their  jurisdiction,  which  is  done  in  £Eivor 
of  courts  of  general  jurisdiction.  Any  distinction,  in  the  particu- 
lars now  before  us,  would  be  very  unreasonable,  not  to  say  more. 

2.  In  regard  to  the  execution,  prima  facteyit  should  follow  the 
writ.  The  provision  in  regard  to  executions  being  included  under 
the  general  term  writ  found  in  the  statute,  is  intended  to  enable  the 
creditor  to  swear  out  a  capias  execution,  if  he  finds  himself  entitled 
to  one.  'And  if  new  facts  arise  before  the  issuing  of  an  execution, 
by  which  the  debtor  is  entitled  to  have  it  issue  against  his  goods 
and  chattels  only,  he  may  pursue  his  right  on  haheca  carpus  and 
perhaps  in  other  modes. 

Judgment  reversed  and  repleader  awarded  on  terms. 


The  Probate  Court  v.  David  Strong. 

Probate  Bond.    Prosecutor,     Waiver  of  StattUe  provisions  by  de'" 

fendanU 

When  an  applicant  proeecntes  a  bond,  as  provided  in  the  Compiled  Statutes,  p. 
874,  Sec.  2,  having  obtained  permission  from  the  probate  court,  and  neglects  to 
cause  his  name  to  be  indorsed  on  the  writ,  as  prosecutor  of  the  same ;  if  the  de« 
fendont  goes  to  trial  on  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  or  has  a  trial  on  the  merits, 
and  the  case  passes  to  subsequent  terms  of  the  court,  it  is  a  waiver  of  the  objec- 
tion. 
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Axid  where  the  applicant  at  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  writ,  lodges  a  certified 
copy  of  the  bond,  and  a  certificate  that  permission  has  been  granted  to  prosecute 
the  bond,  with  the  clerk,  it  is  sufficient  to  give  him  all  the  rights  of  a  prosecutor, 
though  the  cleriL  neglects  to  make  his  entry  of  the  same. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  probate  bond,  and  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  February  Term  of  the  county  court,  1851,  to  which 
judgment  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  defendant.  After  which 
the  defendant  filed  his  motion  to  dismiss,  for  the  following  reasons : 
<*  That  no  applicant  has  caused  his  name  to  be  indorsed  on  the 
^  writ  which  has  been  sued  out  on  the  probate  bond,  and  is  now 
^  pending  in  this  court,  as  prosecutor.  Nor  has  any  applicant  re- 
**^  tamed  to,  and  filed  in  this  county  court,  to  which  said  writ  was 
^  returnable,  at  the  time  of  the  return  of  said  writ,  the  copy  of  the 
^  bond,  and  certificate  furnished  by  the  probate  court,  as  required 
^  by  the  second  section  of  the  fifly-sixth  Chapter  of  Revised  Stat- 
^  Qtes  of  this  State."  On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  prosecu- 
tors filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court,  at  the  entry  of  this  cause, 
a  certificate  from  the  court  of  probate,  and  that  a  certified  copy  of 
the  defendant's  bond  had  been  in  the  files  of  the  case  during  the 
pendency  of  the  suit,  but  not  filed  upon  the  clerk's  docket,  until 
August  Term,  1851.  It  did  not  appear  that  Edwin  A.  and  Wallis 
H.  Webster,  who  claimed  to  be  prosecutors  of  the  said  bond,  had 
ever  caused  their  names  to  be  endorsed  upon  said  writ.  On  their 
part  it  was  contended,  that  the  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss  was 
too  late,  &c  The  court,  August  Term,  1851,  sustained  the  mo- 
tion, and  ordered  said  cause  to  be  dismissed  as  to  the  said  prose- 
cutors.    To  which  decision  they  excepted. 

G,  Harrington  for  the  plaintifis. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  interposed  too  late  ;  if  the  objections 
were  ever  of  validity,  they  were  so  the  first  term  the  suit  was  en- 
tered ;  such  bonds  can  only  be  prosecuted  upon  application  of  a 
prosecutor.  Each  requisition  of  the  statute  which  forms  the  sub- 
ject of  the  defendant's  motion,  has  special  reference  to  the  time 
of  entering  the  cause,  and  no  subsequent  event,  and  falls  clearly 
^thin  the  rule  of  dilatory  pleas,  which  can  only  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  the  first  term  of  court. 

Stevens  and  Edson  for  defendant. 

The  statute  is  mandatory,  any  other  construction  would  deprive 
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the  defendant  of  rights  and  privileges  which  the  law  has  secured 
to  him. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  This  motion  to  dismiss  was  filed  at  the  February 
term  of  the  county  court,  at  the  third  term  after  the  case  was 
entered  upon  the  calender  of  that  court.  The  motion  is  urged  upon 
the  ground  that  no  applicant  has  caused  his  name  to  be  indorsed 
as  prosecutor  on  the  writ,  nor  returned  to,  and  -filed  in  that  court 
at  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  writ,  a  copy  of  the  bond  and  cer- 
tificate furnished  by  the  Probate  Court 

We  learn  from  the  exceptions  which  were  allowed  on  trial  at 
the  August  term,  1851,  that  at  the  time  the  suit  was  entered,  the 
prosecutor  filed  with  the  clerk  a  certificate  from  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate, and  that  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  has  been  in  the  files  of 
the  case  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  but  not  entered  upon  the 
clerk's  docket  until  time  of  trial,  when  the  exceptions  were  allowed. 

The  Comp.  Stat.  p.  874,  Sec.  2,  provides  that  the  Probate  Court 
on  application  shall  grant  permission  to  prosecute  the  bond  and 
shall  furnish  to  the  applicant  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond,  and  a 
certificate  that  permission  has  been  granted  to  prosecute  it,  and 
requires  of  the  applicant,  that  they  be  filed  in  court,  at  the  return 
of  the  writ,  and  that  he  cause  his  name  to  be  indorsed  on  the  writ 
as  the  prosecutor  of  the  same.  No  objection  is  urged,  but  that 
the  certificate  is  good  in  form,  but  the  applicant  has  neglected  to 
indorse  his  name  on  the  writ,  and  if  this  objection  had  been  taken 
at  the  first  term  of  the  court,  it  probably  would  have  prevailed. 
But  if,  as  in  this  case,  the  party  goes  to  trial  on  demurrer  to  the 
declaration,  or  has  a  trial  on  the  merits,  and  the  case  passes  to 
subsequent  terms  of  the  court,  it  is  a  waiver  of  the  objection,  and 
the  party  is  too  late  in  filing  this  motion.  And  in  relation  to  the 
certificate,  the  prosecutor  has  done  all  he  personally  was  required 
to  do  in  relation  to  filing  the  bond  and  certificate,  as  it  was  lodged 
with  the  clerk  when  the  case  was  entered  in  court,  and  nothing 
remained  but  the  act  of  the  clerk  in  making  his  entry  thereon. 
We  think  that  lodging  a  certified  copy  with  the  clerk  at  that  time 
by  the  prosecutor,  was  sufficient  to  give  him  all  the  rights  of  a 
prosecutor  under  the  act,  and  that  the  suit  cannot  be  defeated  by 
such  neglect  of  the  clerk. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  is  overruled  and  the  case  remanded. 
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Factors, 

In  absence  of  special  directions  as  to  price,  a  factor  is  to  sell  for  the  fair  value  or 
market  price;  and  if  the  factor  acts  in  utter  disregard  of  his  duty  as  factor  by 
selling  at  an  under  price,  he  will  bo  compelled  to  account  for  the  goods  at  their 
fiur  valne  or  market  price. 

When  A  turned  out  or  pledged  goods  to  B.  with  an  understanding  that  B.  should 
dispose  of  them  through  the  agency  of  a  factor  and  credit  A.  the  amount  of  sales, 
and  B.  committed  the  goods  to  a  factor  to  be  sold,  and  took  his  receipt  for  them, 
it  was  held  that  B.  was  the  proper  party  to  resort  to  the  factor  for  tiie  perform- 
ance of  his  contract. 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  whatever  amount  was  rightftilly  due  from  the  factor 
may  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  fund  provided  by  A.,  to  be  applied  in  satis- 
faction of  his  indebtedness  to  B.,  and  that  B.  was  not  at  liberty  wholly  to  disre- 
gard it,  and  claim  the  entire  balance  of  his  debt  of  A.,  ns  if  no  such  means  of  sat- 
isfaction had  ever  been  at  B.*8  conmiand. 
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Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  appointed.  The  facts  reported  by 
the  auditor  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The 
county  court,  August  Adjourned  Term,  1851, —  Pierpoint,  J., 
presiding,  —  rendered  judgment  upon  the  report  for  plaintiffs. 
Exceptions  by  defendant. 

^,  N.  Briggs  for  defendant. 

The  plaintiffs  received  the  cloth  and  had  it  receipted  to  them- 
selves, had  it  sold,  but  rendered  no  account  of  sales. 

The  auditor  finds  that  the  cloth  was  worth  eighty-seven  and  a 
half  cents  per  yard,  and  the  defendant  is  only  credited  with  about 
half  that  sum  per  yard. 

J,  Prout  and  E,  D.  Barber  for  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant's  account  in  offset  presented  only  a  question  of 
fact,  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  produce  the  account 
of  sales  rendered  by  Bush  &  Wilds.  Their  statement  in  writing 
would  be  no  more  admissible  than  their  verbal  statement,  and 
was  wholly  immaterial,  as  the  question  was  as  to  the  amount  re- 
ceived by  the  plaintiffs,  on  account  of  their  sales. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoYCE,  Ch.  J.  Several  questions  were  presented  by  the  audi- 
tor's report  in  this  case  which  are  now  waived ;  and  the  only  mat- 
ter at  present  in  controversy  is  a  claim  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, to  be  allowed  the  amount  of  his  charge  for  204  yards  of  cloth, 
or  a  sum  considerably  larger,  at  least,  than  the  amount  credited 
by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  proceeds  of  the  same  cloth. 

The  defendant  insisted  before  the  auditor,  that  the  doth  was 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  a  direct  sale  at  its  market  value. 
But  such  a  sale  is  negatived  by  the  report ;  and  the  defendant's 
claim  must  depend  upon  the  arrangement  for  effecting  a  sale  of 
the  property  through  the  agency  of  Bush  &  Wilds.  The  contract 
on  that  subject  is  neither  fuUy  nor  distinctly  stated  in  the  report, 
and  much  is  left  to  implication  and  inference  from  the  facts  de- 
tailed. It  is  apparently  of  no  importance  that  the  commission- 
house  of  Bush  &  Wilds  was  selected  or  suggested  by  the  defend- 
ant.   That  circustance  could  not  affect  the  measure  of  their  ac- 
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cotmtabilitj,  nor  would  it  show  with  which  of  these  parties  thej 
reaUj  contracted.  Were  a  loss  to  be  borne  in  consequence  of 
tbeir  insolvency,  the  fact  might  then  become  important. 

So  far  as  the  auditor  attempts  to  describe  the  contract  the  sub- 
stance of  his  finding  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  to  account  for  the 
cloth,  by  crediting  the  defendant  with  the  amount  of  sales  to  be 
receiyed  from  Bush  &  Wilds,  deducting  their  commission.     But 
it  might  happen  that,  by  making  improper  sales,  or  by  misrepre- 
senting the  sales  made,  those  persons  would  become  justly  answer- 
able beyond  the  amount  reported  by  them  to  the  plaintiffs.     In 
that  event  the  plaintiffs  would  not  realize  as  large  a  pajrment  as 
they  should  receive,  nor  would  the  defendant  get  the  proper 
equivalent  for  his  goods.     And  if  the  plaintiffs  should  merely 
credit  the  defendant,  in  such  a  case,  with  the  amount  so  reported 
and  paid  over,  they  would  not  account  to  him  for  the  property  in 
that  true  and  just  sense  which  the  parties  must  have  intended. 
Hence  it  is  apparent,  that  the  mode  adopted  for  accounting,  as 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant,  was  based  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  factors  would  fully  and  properly  discharge  their  du- 
ties.    And  should  they  violate  their  duty,  so  that  full  justice  could 
not  be  done  to  the  defendant,  by  simply  giving  him  credit  in  the 
manner  contemplated,  the  question  would  then  arise,  which  of 
these  parties  should  resort  to  the  factors  for  a  further  and  more 
just  accounting.    We  make  no  question  but  that  the  defendant, 
as  general  owner  of  the  property,  might  in  such  case  enforce  a 
remedy  of  some  kind  against  them ;  and  yet,  as  the  facts  of  this 
case  appear,  we  think  the  plaintiffs  would  more  properly  be  the 
pacties  to  call  them  to  account     They  would  certainly  have  all 
the  power  required  for  that  purpose.     For  although  we  are  not 
to  understand  that  they  became  the  owners  of  the  cloth  by  pur- 
chase, they  nevertheless  acquired  an  interest  in  it,  as  the  means 
from  which  to  realize  a  speedy  payment  upon  their  debt.    They 
received  it  substantially  as  a  pledge,  with  the  right  of  immediate 
8ale.    They  committed  it  to  the  factors  to  be  sold,  taking  their 
Tcceipt  for  it.     And  as  the  plaintiffs  did  this  in  their  own  name, 
«nd  with  the  defendant's  assent,  they  became  invested  with  the 
paramount  right,  as  between  themselves  and  the  defendant,  to  re- 
<lQipe  of  the  factors  a  fuU  and  just  accounting.     And  we  think  it 
«bould  be  inferred  that  they  were  to  exercise  that  right  for  the 
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benefit  of  themselves  and  the  defendant,  unless  there  was  some 
express  stipulation  to  dispense  with  active  diligence  on  their  part, 
or  unless  their  debt  should  be  otherwise  satisfied.  Perhaps  they 
might  also  be  excused  by  seasonable  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the 
account  of  sales  furnished  by  Bush  &  Wilds,  and  an  offer  to  relin- 
quish in  his  favor  all  further  claim  against  them.  At  present 
there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  repel  the  inference  of  this  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  only  express  contract  of 
the  factors  which  appears  was  with  the  plaintiffs ;  and  the  defend- 
ant had  a  right,  for  aught  that  the  case  discloses,  to  insist  that  a 
due  performance  of  that  contract  should  be  required.  We  there- 
fore conclude,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  been,  and  still  are,  the 
proper  parties  to  resort  to  the  factors. 

It  only  remains  to  enquire  whether  Bush  &  Wilds  have  sufl5- 
ciently  accounted.  And  it  is  manifest  that  they  have  not,  if  we 
take  the  value  and  selling  price  of  such  cloth  to  have  been  as 
found  by  the  auditor.  Those  persons  are  nowhere  spoken  of  as 
auctioneers,  but  only  as  commission  merchants  or  factors.  And, 
in  the  absence  of  special  directions  as  to  price,  a  factor  is  to  sell 
for  the  fair  value  or  market  price.  Smith's  Com.  Law  105,  Pa- 
ley  on  Ag.  26.  The  cloth  in  question  is  found  to  have  been 
worth,  when  committed  to  the  factors  for  sale,  eighty-seven  and 
one-half  cents  per  yard,  as  tested  by  the  sales  of  cloth  of  like  qual- 
ity and  description  in  the  markets  of  Boston  and  New  York.  But 
the  account  of  Bush  &  Wilds,  as  rendered  to  the  plaintiffs,  would 
represent  the  sale  of  this  cloth  at  about  one-half  of  that  price. 
And  hence  the  necessary  inference  would  seem  to  be,  that  they 
acted  in  utter  disregard  of  their  duty  as  factors,  by  selling  at  such 
an  under  price,  or  that  they  rendered  a  false  and  fraudulent  ac- 
count of  the  actual  sales.  In  either  case,  justice  would  require 
that  they  be  compelled  to  make  an  additional  compensation  for 
the  property.  Now,  whatever  amount  is  rightfully  due  from 
them,  may  well  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  fund  provided  by 
the  defendant,  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  his  indebtedness  to 
the  plaintiffs.  And  as  the  plaintiffs  appear  to  have  always  had 
the  superior  right  to  pursue  that  fund,  we  think  they  were  not  at 
liberty  to  wholly  disregard  it,  and  claim  the  entire  balance  of  their 
debt,  as  if  no  such  means  of  satisfaction  had  ever  been  at  their 
command.    The  judgment  of  tho  county  court  is  therefore  re- 
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versed.  And  the  cause  will  be  recommitted  to  the  auditor,  to 
ascertain  what  further  allowance,  if  any,  should  be  made  to  the 
defendant. 


John  Loomis  v.  Daniel  Lincoln. 

Lien.     Demand. 

When  A.  hired  a  piece  of  land  of  B.  for  which  he  was  to  pay  B.  a  certain  price  per 
acre  for  the  a-^e  of  the  land  that  Bea.sou  and  the  stalks  after  the  corn  was  har- 
vested, it  was  held,  that  B.  had  no  lien  upon  the  com  for  the  payment  of  the  price 
agreed  npon,  and  that  B.  was  a  wrong-doer  in  taking  the  corn,  honce  no  demand 
was  necessary  before  suit  brought. 

Trover  for  a  quantity  of  com.  The  case  was  referred  under 
rule  of  court,  and  the  referees  reported  substantially  the  following 
facts. 

That  sometime  in  the  sping  of  1849,  the  plaintiff  and  one  John 
Dow  hired  of  the  defendant  for  a  certain  price  per  acre,  three  or 
four  acres  of  land  to  be  planted  to  com,  and  the  defendant  was  to 
have  the  stalks.     The  plaintiff  and  said  Dow  divided  the  land 
equally  between  them,  with  the  understanding  that  each  should 
plant,  cultivate  and  harvest  his  own  portion  of  said  division.     The 
siud  Dow  went  on,  cultivated,  harvested  and  paid  the  defendant 
for  the  use  of  the  same  according  to  the  price  agreed  upon.     The 
plaintiff  proceeded  to  do  the  same,  and  commenced  by  himself  or 
agents,  to  harvest  the  corn,  and  after  harvesting  a  small  portion  of 
it,  the  defendant  went  on  to  the  land  and  harvested  the  remain- 
der, claiming  to  have  a  lien  on  the  same,  and  still  retains  the  same 
in  his  possession.     The  referees  found  that  there  was  no  express 
agreement  between  the  parties,  by  which  the  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  a  Hen  upon  the  corn  for  the  use  of  the  land.     The  defend- 
ant contended  that  as  he,  by  the  agreement,  was  to  have  the  stalks, 
they  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  standing  corn,  and  also  that  a 
demand  was  necessary  before  suit.     The  referees  found  the  de- 
fendant guilty.     The  county  court,  December  term,  18M, —  Pier- 
POiXT,  J.,  presiding,  —  rendered  judgment  upon  tl>e  report  for 
^te  plaintiff.     Exceptions  by  the  defendant. 

XXIV.  11 
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Geo,  W.  Chrandy  for  defendant. 

We  say  that  no  tort  has  been  committed  in  obtaining  possession 
of  the  property  sued  for.  And  it  appears  by  the  report,  that  the 
com  is  still  in  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  that  no  demand  has 
been  made  for  it. 

To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action  of  trover,  he  must 
of  course  prove  either  a  tortious  taking,  or  a  conversion  of  the 
property.     In  this  case  the  report  shows  neither. 

J,  Front  for  plaintiff. 

1.  No  lien  exists  upon  the  facts  reported.  Cummings  v.  Har- 
ris, 3  Vt.  244.  Bendict  v.  Murray,  3  Vt.  302.  Chase  v.  Wert- 
man,  5  M.  and  S.  180. 

2.  Neither  were  the  parties  tenants  in  common  of  the  crop  in 
question;  the  defendant  had -no  interest  in  it,  nor  in  any  portion 
of  it,  and  consequently  no  right  to  sever  it.  Hurd  v.  Darling,  14 
Vt.  214.     Aiken  v.  Smith,  21  Vt.  173. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  From  an  examination  of  this  case,  we  think  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed.  The  defendant 
under  his  contract  with  the  plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  crops 
grown  upon  the  ground  either  in  severalty  or  as  tenant  in  com- 
mon. The  plaintiff  was  to  give  the  defendant  a  certain  price  per 
acre  for  the  use  of  the  land  that  season,  and  the  stalks  afler  the 
com  was  harvested.  But  until .  the  corn  was  harvested  and  the 
stocks  delivered,  the  matter  rested  in  contract,  and  for  which,  in 
case  of  non-delivery,  an  action  would  lie.  Before  delivery  the 
plaintiff  was  the  only  person  who  had  that  interest  in  the  stalks 
that  would  enable  one  to  sustain  trover  for  their  conversion.  The 
defendant,  therefore,  in  entering  upon  the  land  and  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  corn  was  a  wrong-doer,  and  still  so  remains  in  retain- 
ing the  possession  of  the  same  from  the  plaintiff.  The  referees 
have  found  that  the  com  was  taken  by  the  defendant  under  a  sup- 
posed lien  for  the  payment  of  his  claim,  and  that  he  under  the  same 
idea  still  retains  it,  as  he  refused  to  deliver  it  to  one  Crampton 
who  had  negotiated  for  the  purchase  of  this  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff, as  he  did  not  know  at  that  time  the  exact  amount  of  his  debt. 
Such  a  lien  does  not  exist  unless  such  was  the  contract  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant. 


DECEMBER  TERM,   1852.  155 

Batty  r.  Duxbury. 

The  existence  of  this  lien  has  not  been  contended  for  in  argu- 
ment. But  it  is  urged  that  there  should  hare  been  a  demand  be- 
fore suit  brought.  As,  however,  the  defendant  was  a  wrong-doer 
in  the  original  taking,  no  demand  was  necessary.  The  illegal 
taking  of  this  property  was  a  conversion,  for  which  this  action 
will  lie. 


Joel  Batty  v.  Town  of  Duxbury. 

Tovms  to  make  By-wayz,  Primarily  lialle.  By-way  an  open 
public  way.     Obstructions  in  highways*     Towns  and  travelers. 

Towns  most,  when  railroads  obstruct  their  highways,  provide  a  suitable  and  proper 
by-way  for  the  public  to  pass  around  the  obstruction,  and  use  proper  and  rea- 
sonable precaution  to  divert  the  travel  from  such  highway  or  by-way  while  they 
remain  unsafe  for  the  public  use. 

And  though  the  railroad  be  bound  to  make  the  by-way,  and  fail  to  make  it  safe  for 
public  use,  this  will  not  exonerate  the  town  from  liability,  for  the  town  is  pri- 
marily liable  to  the  traveler. 

Soch  by-way  is  an  open  public  way  for  the  time  being,  and  the  town  must  make 
it  reasonably  safe  for  the  public  travel,  or  see  that  it  is  made  so  by  others. 

Toinis  are  bound,  after  having  reasonable  notice  of  the  existence  of  obstructions 
in  their  highways,  to  remove  them  or  make  safe  by-ways  to  pass  around  them, 
or  to  see  that  they  are  properly  made  by  others. 

There  is  no  necessary  privity  between  the  traveler  and  any  one  but  the  towns,  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  highways.  The  towns  must  look  to  those  who  obstruct 
their  highways  for  redress.     WiUaitl  v.  Nticbury,  22  Vt.  R.  458  confirmed. 

This  was  an  action  in  three  counts,  on  the  case  for  injuries  sus- 
tained in  consequence  of  the  insufficiency  of  a  highway  in  said 
town  of  Duxbury.  The  1  and  2  counts  set  up  the  highway  as  be- 
ing a  public  highway  in  said  Duxbury,  that  the  same  was  insuffi- 
cient and  out  of  repair,  &c.  The  3  count,  "  that  the  said  highway 
**was  then  and  there  insufficient  and  out  of  repair,  and  then  and 
** there  was,  and  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  six  months,  &c., 
"tad  been  obstructed  by  a  high  embankment  across  said  highway 
"vliere  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  pass  in  traveling  said 
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"  highway  for  a  short  distance,  to  wit,  ^{iy  rods  was  rendered  and 
"  was  then  and  there  wholly  impassable  during  all  the  time  afore- 
"  said,  of  all  which  the  defendants,  &c.,  had  notice ;  and  the  plaintiff 
"  avers  that  in  order  to  travel  and  pass  along  said  highway  on  his 
"said  journey,  the  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  necessarily  com- 
"  pelled,  to  avoid  said  obstruction  in  said  highway  by  turning  a 
"little  out  of  said  highway  and  passing  around  said  obstruction 
"along  by  the  side  of  and  near  said  highway  a  short  distance,  to 
"wit,  fifty  rods,  (and  thence  into  said  highway,)  in  a  certain  open 
^'public  wa^,  in  Duxbury  aforesaid,  and  that  had  been  constructed 
"for  that  puri)osc,  and  in  wliich  all  travellers  passing  or  traveling 
"  said  highway,  then  were  and  for  a  long  time,  &:c.,  to  wit,  six 
"months,  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  had  been  compelled  to 
"travel,  &c.,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  said  defendants, 
"  &c.,  plaintiff  avers  that  there  was  no  other  way  or  means  of 
"avoiding  said  obstructions  in  said  highway  or  of  there  traveling 
"said  highway  than  the  said  o})en  public  way  aforesaid,  which 
"  was  constructed  for  that  puqmse,  of  all  which,  &:c.,  the  defcnd- 
"  ants,  &c.,  had  notice ;  and  the  j)laintiff  avers  that  said  open  way 
"  was  then  and  there  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  insufficient 
"  and  out  of  repair,  as  and  for  a  highway,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
"traveling  thereon  as  aforesaid,  &;c." 

Plea,  the  general  issue,  and  trial  by  the  jury,  December  term, 
1851. 

On  trial  it  appeared  and  was  proved,  that  fhere  had  been  for 
many  years  a  public  highway  in  Duxbury  leading  east  and  west, 
and  on  the  south  side  of  Onion  river  and  near  the  river,  and  was 
the  only  highway  through  Duxbury  on  said  Onion  river.  That 
at  the  point  in  question  said  highway  made  a  slight  curve  towards 
the  river,  and  i>assed  round  the  point  of  a  spur  of  tlie  mountain 
that  projected  down  near  to  the  river.  That  the  accident  in  ques- 
tion happened  the  21st  or  22d  day  of  February,  1850.  That  in 
the  summer  and  fall  of  the  year  1849,  the  Vermont  Central  Rail- 
road Comi)any  located  and  constructed  their  road  along  and  near 
said  highway  in  such  a  manner,  as  that  said  railroad  entered  upon 
and  occui)ied  said  highway  at  a  point  on  the  east  side  of  said  spur 
of  the  mountain,  and  thence  westward  to  a  point  about  98  rods 
therefrom,  and  on  the  west  slope  of  said  mountain  spur,  making 
an  embankment  at  the  eastern  point  of  intersection  of  from  forty 
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to  sixty  feet,  and  also  a  lesser  embankment  on  the  west  end  of 
such  occupation,  and  utterly  obstructing  and  occupying  said  high- 
way the  whole  of  said  98  rods,  so  that  there  was  no  means  of  pass- 
ing practicably  between  said  railroad  and  said  river.  That  said 
railroad  passed  through  said  spur  in  a  cut  or  excavation  some  fif- 
teen to  twenty  feet  deep  on  the  upper  side.  That  the  said  cor- 
poration,  on  occupying  the  said  highway  as  aforesaid,  made  a  way 
or  road  south  of  the  said  railroad  line,  and  over  said  mountain 
spur,  and  near  to  their  line,  so  as  to  connect  the  two  points  of  said 
highway  a  distance  of  about  98  rods  at  which  it  had  been  so  inter- 
rupted and  occupied,  which  was  the  only  way  for  teams  to  pass 
between  said  two  joints  from  early  in  the  fall  of  1849  to  the  22d 
day  of  February,  1850,  and  during  that  time  was  so  used.  And 
the  accident  happened  on  said  piece  of  new  road  so  constructed  by 
said  railroad  corporation,  and  at  a  point  some  forty  rods  east  of 
the  west  end  of  said  new  road  or  way. 

There  was  no  evidence,  that  the  town  had  ever  recognized  said 
new  way,  or  done  any  act  in  connection  therewith  to  adopt  it,  as  a 
public  highway,  or  applied  to  the  commissioners  to  act  on  the  sub- 
ject; but  the  contrary  did  expressly  iip])car.  Most  of  the  old 
highway  interrupted  lay  north  of  the  centre  of  said  railroad. 

The  evidence  tended  to  show,  that  part  of  the  new  way  where 
the  accident  happened  was  insufficient,  and  tliat  such  insufficiency 
caused  the  accident. 

The  defendant  offered,  in  connection  with  the  charter  of  the 
Vermont   Central  Railroad   Company,  to  prove  that  when  said 
railroad  company  commenced  building  their  said  road  and  was 
making  such  obstruction,  their  right  to  do  so  was  resisted  by  the 
town  of  Duxbury,  who  once  removed  the  obstructions ;  and  that 
the  railroad  company  then  threatened  them  with  violence,  and  did 
in  fact  by  superior  force  proceed  to  locate  and  build  the  road,  as 
before  stated,  and  that  the  same  was  by  said  railroad  company 
claimed  to  be  so  done  under  the  authority  of  their  said  charter, 
and  that  said  town  had  at  all  times  endeavored  to  prevent  the 
same  all  in  their  power,  and  that  said  new  road  was  wholly  de- 
signed and  constructed  by  the  railroad  company,  and  was  on  the 
private  lands  of  one  Davis,  and  without  the  advice  or  concurrence 
or  assent  of  the  town,  and  against  their  will,  and  that  the  same 
was  never  accepted  by  the  town,  or  the  selectmen,  nor  commis- 
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sioners  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  and  that  the  same  was 
unfit  to  be  so  accepted,  and  that  the  town  never  had  in  any  man- 
ner the  remotest  connection  with  said  new  road  or  way,  or  in  any 
manner  adopted  the  same. 

But  the  court  excluded  the  evidence  and  charged  the  jury 
among  other  things,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  town  to  have  pre- 
vented the  said  obstructions,  and  if  the  railroad  company  did  so 
obstruct  the  highway,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  town  to  provide  a 
sufficient  by-way  for  travelers,  and  that  for  the  insufficiency  of 
which  by-way  the  town  was  responsible. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  after  verdict  moved  an  arrest  of  judgment,  on 
the  ground  that  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  warrant  a  ver- 
dict on  either  count  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  whole  declara- 
tion is  insufficient  in  law  to  sustain  the  verdict,  which  is  a  general 
verdict  applicable  to  the  whole  declaration  and  founded  on  all  the 
counts. 

The  court  overruled  the  motion  and  rendered  judgment  on  the 
verdict.     To  which  the  defendants  excepted. 

Kasson  4"  Edmunds  for  the  defendants. 

1.  The  railroad  company  was  authorized  to  construct  its  road 
so  as  to  absorb  and  extinguish  the  highway  at  the  point  in  ques- 
tion. Acts  of  1843,  p.  43,  Sec.  7  and  10.  Roxbury  v.  Worcester 
Turnpike  Co.,  2  Pick.  R.  40.  Wliite  R.  Turn.  Co.  v.  Vi.  Central 
Railroad  (7o.,  21  Vt.  R.  590.  Commonwealth  v.  Worcester  Turn. 
Co.,  3  Pick.  327.  State  v.  Hampton,  2  New  H.  R.  22.  Far- 
mers^ Turn.  Co.  v.  Coventry,  10  Johns.  389. 

^.  This  permanent  and  entire  occupation  of  the  highway,  ope- 
rates as  a  discontinuance  of  it.  When  the  highway  was  taken 
and  appropriated,  as  stated  in  the  case,  it  ceased  to  be  the  "  high- 
way "  of  the  town,  and  no  one  could  legally  exercise  dominion  over 
it,  save  the  railroad  company.  Tinker  v.  Russell,  14  Pick.  R. 
279.     Commonwealth  v.  Westhorough,  3  Mass.  R.  406. 

And,  if  discontinued,  of  course  the  "  highway "  could  not  have 
been  "  insufficient." 

3.  The  rule  is  that  the  locus,  where  the  injury  happens,  must  he 
the  highway  of  the  town.  Statute.  Lowell  v.  Moscow,  Maine  R. 
3  Fairfield  300.  Modgett  v.  Royalton,  14  Vt.  288.  Young  v. 
Wheelock,  18  Vt  493. 


DECEMBER  TERM,   1852.  159 

Batty  r.  Duxbnry. 

If  the  loctis  was  the  "  highway "  of  the  town,  Davis  could  have 
been  indicted  for  obstructing  it ;  but  upon  the  facts  in  the  case, 
Davis  had  a  legal  right  to  fence  it  up,  because  he  had  not  been 
deprived  of  his  land  according  to  law,  therefore  it  was  not  a  high- 
way. 

4.  Suppose,  what  is  not  true,  that  the  town  was  bound  to  pro- 
vide a  suitable  by-way,  did  the  construction  of  a  by-way  which 
the  town  refused  to  sanction,  in  any  manner,  make  such  by-way 
the  "  highway  "  of  the  town  ?  Commonwealth  v.  Charlestovm,  1 
Pick.  R.  180.     Faige  v.  Weathersfield,  13  Vt.  424. 

5.  Could  the  town  have  entered,  in  its  own  right,  upon  the  land 
of  Davis,  and  constructed  or  repaired  the  by-way,  without  laying 
out  a  "way"  as  provided  by  law,  without  committing  a.trespass? 

Warren  v.  Bunnell,  1 1  Vt.  600. 

6.  The  charter  of  the  railroad  company  required  a  "  restot*a- 
tion*  to  the  "acceptance"  of  the  selectmen,  &:c.  This  has  riot 
been  made.  How,  then,  can  the  railroad  company  foist  this  by- 
way upon  the  town,  without  complying  with  this  condition  ?  Even 
in  the  case  of  town  or  county  roads,  the  town  is  not  liable  for  their 
defects  until  they  are  adopted.     Lowell  v.  Moscow,   Young  v. 

Wheelock,  Blodgett  v.  RoyaUon,  cited  ante, 

7.  Could  the  town  have  been  indicted,  upon  the  facts  stated,  for 
not  keeping  this  by-way  in  repair  ?  If  it  could,  it  must  be  upon 
the  ground,  not  only  that  the  old  way  was  discontinued,  for  no 
one  contends  that  there  were  two  highways  side  by  side,  at  that 
point,  but,  that  the  by-way  was  the  "  highway  "  of  the  town. 

8.  Nothing  less  than  propagandism  in  the  law,  can  as  we  con- 
ceive, extend  any  legal  principle  or  decision,  to  the  maintenance 
of  this  action.  The  doctrine  that  is  distorted  and  tortured  into 
wd  of  this  action  had  its  origin  in  Currier  v.  Lowell,  16  Pick. 

9.  The  railroad  company  had  no  right  to  build  this  by-way, 
except  under  the  conditions  of  its  charter,  requiring  appraisal  and 
payment  before  occupation.  By  the  case,  then,  it  appears  that 
all  concerned  in  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  this  via  in^ 
cognita  altioris  legis,  were  all  the  time  guilty  of  a  high-handed 
and  illegal  outrage  upon  the  rights  of  Davis,  the  land  owner,  and 
this  defendant  is  to  be  punished  for  refusing  to  become  a  party  to 
it,  for  no  court  will  presume  that  land  has  been  rightfully  wrested 
from  its  owner  until  it  afltenatively  appears  that  the  conditions  of 
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the  law  have  been  fulfilled.  Commonwealth  v.  Coombs,  2  Mass. 
489.     Gilbert  v.  Columbia  Turn.  Co.,  3  Johns.  R.  107. 

Besides,  it  expressly  apprears  that  this  by-way  was  oh  the  pri- 
vate lands  of  Davis.  Davis,  then,  had  a  right  to  shut  up  this  by- 
way at  the  time  of  the  accident,  therefore  it  was  not  a  "highway'* 
that  the  town  was  bound  to  repair.  Modgett  v.  Royalion,  and 
cases  ante. 

As  to  motion  in  arrest,  the  3d  count  is  bad  as  showing  the  acci- 
dent to  have  happened  on  the  by-way,  and  not  on  a  public  high" 
way,  which  the  town  was  liable  to  repair ;  and  the  case  shows  that 
the  facts  were  applicable  to  that  count  alone.  Under  the  other 
two  counts  the  facts  would  constitute  a  variance. 

Barber  S^  Bushnell  and  /.  Pierpoint  for  the  plaintiff. 

1.  The  charge  of  the  court,  as  to  the  liability  of  the  town,  was 
correct. 

The  rights  and  duties  of  the  town  as  applicable  to  this  case,  are 
defined  by  the  8th  Section  of  the  act  of  1846. 

The  towns  are  liable  for  the  suflSciency  and  maintenance  of 
their  roads,  by  the  general  law  of  the  State.  The  railroad  act 
has  no  provision  exonerating  them  from  this  liability,  or  making 
the  railroad  company  liable  to  the  party  injured,  for  any  ipsuffi- 
ciency  of  the  highway,  or  the  new  way,  which  they  may  construct. 

The  fact  that  the  railroad  company  undertake  to  build  a  new 
road,  does  not  release  the  town  from  the  liability  to  see  that  it  is 
made  such  as  the  law  requires  for  the  safety  of  travelers.  It  is 
to  be  built  to  "  the  acceptance  of  the  selectmen,  *  and  if  not  done  to 
their  acceptance,  it  is  their  business  to  see  that  it  is  done  as  the 
commissioners  shall  decide  the  ^^jnst  rights  of  the  town  and  the 
public  interest  shall  require.^*  Were  it  otherwise,  and  the  town 
was  only  liable  after  the  selectmen  had  accepted  it,  or  the  commis- 
sioners had  made  their  order  upon  the  company,  without  any  ac- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  selectmen  to  compel  the  company  to  make 
the  road,  the  town  might  escape  liability  forever,  by  refusing  to 
do  anything. 

It  was  the  business  of  the  town  to  have  shut  up  the  highway 
until  they  were  prepared  to  take  the  responsibility  of  the  travel 
over  it.  By  suffering  it  to  remain  open  and  connecting  with  the 
new  road,  they  invited  the  public  to  travel  upon  it,  as  an  apparent 
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public  highway,  for  which  the  town  was  responsible.  By  so  do- 
ing they  adopted  it  as  a  highway  of  the  town,  so  far  as  the  public 
were  concerned ;  therefore  liable  for  all  injuries  which  happen  by 
reason  of  its  insufficiency. 

The  primary  liability  of  the  town  is  not  varied  by  the  powers 
given  to  the  railroad  company,  and  if  the  highway  is  obstructed, 
it  is  the  business  of  the  town  either  to  remove  the  obstructions,  or 
see  that  a  suitable  and  sufficient  substitute  for  the  highway  is  pro- 
vided by  the  railroad  company  or  by  themselves,  and  any  neglect 
on  their  part  to  do  this,  which  results  in  an  injury  to  a  traveler 
without  his  fault,  the  town  are  responsible  for,  as  for  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  highway.  Willard  v.  Newbury y  22  Vt.  R.  458,  Cur- 
rier  v.  Lowell,  16  Pick.  R.  170. 

The  railroad  company  are  responsible  to  the  town  for  all  the 
loss  and  damage  occasioned  by  their  neglect  to  make  the  new  road 
as  provided  by  law.  Lowell  v.  Lowell  Sf  Boston  Railroad  Co,,  23 
Pick.  24. 

2.  The  motion  in  arrest  was  properly  overruled.  The  suffi- 
ciency of  the  declaration  is  to  be  detennined  by  inspection  of  the 
declaration  by  the  court.  We  claim  that  a  legal  ground  of  recov- 
ery is  set  forth  in  each  count  of  this  declaration ;  if  go.  it  is  no 
matter  whether  the  proof  applied  to  one  or  all.  It  is  tlie  ordinary 
case  of  a  declaration  framed  to  meet  different  states  of  Im  .f. 

If  any  count  in  the  declaration  is  good,  the  court  v  I  presume 
that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  on  that  count,  unlc  .<  it  appears 
that  their  finding  was  on  the  defective  count.  Camp  \^  Barker, 
21  Vt.  R.  469. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Redfield,  J.     We  have  examined  this  case  with  some  care, 
and  have  not  been  able  to  discover  any  good  ground  to  distinguish 
it  from  that  of  Willard  v.  Newbury,  in  its  principle.     The  facts 
are  indeed  somewhat  different.     But  it  seems  to  us  the  facts  in 
that  case  were  far  more  favorable  to  the  town  than  in  the  present 
case.    That  portion  of  the  road,  in  that  case,  where  the  injury  oc- 
curred, was,  for  the  time,  altogether  discontinued,  and  fenced  up 
by  the  railroad,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  town  authorities. 
And  there  was  no  possible  mode  in  which  this  fence  could  have 
been  kept  up,  except  by  the  town  trusting  to  the  servants  of  the 
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railroad  to  put  it  up,  as  they  from  time  to  time  took  it  down  to 
draw  stone  upon  it  to  carry  on  their  work,  which  they  had  the  le- 
gal right  to  do ;  or  else,  by  keeping  an  agent  for  this  exclusive 
object  constantly  in  the  employ  of  the  town.  And  stiD,  notwith- 
standing this  barrier  was  left  down  for  that  night  only,  by  the 
mere  neglect  of  the  agents  of  the  railroad,  the  town  were  held 
liable  to  the  traveler  who  was  injured  through  that  neglect ;  thus 
making  the  town  primarily  responsible  for  the  neglect  of  the  ser- 
vants of  the  railroad.  In  effect,  saying  to  the  town,  the  public 
have  a  right  to  look  to  you  for  a  safe  road,  and  if  you  trust  to  the 
servants  of  the  railroad  to  keep  up  such  barriers  as  it  is  your  duty 
to  keep  up,  their  neglect,  as  between  you  and  the  traveler,  is  your 
neglect. 

And  further,  it  was  held  by  this  court,  at  the  last  term  in  Or- 
ange county,  in  the  suit,  NewJmry  v.  The  Railroad  Co.,  that  the 
company  was  liable  for  the  amount  paid  by  the  town  for  the  neg- 
lect of  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  railroad,  and  such  costs  as 
accrued  in  consequence  of  litigating  the  question,  upon  this  ground, 
as  this  portion  of  the  expense  was  incurred  virtually  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  railroad  company. 

We  think,  then,  it  must  now  be  regarded  as  settled  law,  in 
this  State,  that  the  primary  obligation  rests  upon  the  towns,  where 
railroads  obstruct  their  highways,  "  to  see  that  the  public  have  a 
proper  by-way  to  pass  around  the  obstruction,  and  that  proper  ob- 
structions were  placed  and  kept  up,  to  divert  the  travel  from  such 
highway  or  by-way,  so  long  as  they  remain  in  an  unfit  state  for 
the  public  use,  so  far  as  this  could  be  done  by  common  care  and 
diligence,"  and  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  town  to  fold  their 
hands  and  shift  this  responsibility  upon  others,  whether  natural  or 
artificial  persons. 

This  is  almost  in  the  very  terms  of  the  charge  of  the  county 
court,  in  the  case  of  Willard  v.  Newbury,  22  Vt.  R.  460,  461,  and 
the  supreme  court  say  in  that  case,  465  p.,  that  the  question  of 
"  care  and  diligence "  on  the  part  of  the  town,  "  was  properly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  and  under  suitable  instructions  from  Uie  court 
below  ; "  thus  endorsing  the  charge  to  the  fullest  extent.  And  the 
rule  laid  down  in  that  case,  as  applied  to  this  case  could  leave  no 
doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  charge  in  the  court  below. 

How  far  this  rule  is  consistent  with  the  decided  cases  in  other 
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States,  it  is  needless  now  to  enquire.  We  entertain  no  doubt  upon 
that  subject,  and  if  we  did,  we  should  not  feel  at  liberty  to  disre- 
gard the  solemn  determinations  of  this  court,  uj)on  the  very  point, 
in  so  recent  a  case,  upon  such  mature  consideration,  and  so  elabo- 
rately discussed  at  the  bar,  and  so  satisfactorily  reported,  and 
where  we  entertain  no  doubt  of  the  satisfactory  character  of  the 
general  principles  of  reason  and  policy  upon  which  it  is  founded. 

Whether  the  town  is  held  liable  upon  the  adoption  of  the  by- 
way as  a  part  of  the  highway  by  acquiescence,  (which  is  the  truth 
of  the  case,  no  doubt,)  or  for  not  making  a  suitable  by-way  and 
putting  up  suitable  guards  to  notify  the  traveler  of  his  danger, 
until  that  was  done,  is  important  only  as  to  the  form  of  declaring. 
And  the  third  count  in  this  declaration  may  be  regarded  as  setting 
out  the  very  facts  in  the  case,  and  referring  it  to  the  court  to  put 
the  legal  construction  upon  them,  which  might  in  some  cases  be 
regarded  as  insuflScient,  upon  special  demurrer,  but  always  suffi- 
cient upon  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  after  verdict 

It  seems  to  us  that  all  the  counts  in  the  declaration  may  be  re- 
garded as  sufficient  after  verdict,  and  the  third  count  is  certainly 
proved.  And  if  it  were  necessary  we  might  say  the  same  of  the 
other  counts,  but  that  is  more  questionable. 

It  is  doubtful  whether  such  a  by-way  can  be  regarded  as  a  por- 
tion of  the  highway y  even  if  made  by  the  town.  It  is  an  open 
public  way  for  the  time  being,  and  as  such  required  to  be  kept  in 
a  certain  state  of  repair,  but  how  far  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  one 
of  the  public  highways  of  the  town,  must  depend  upon  circum- 
stances and  time,  no  doubt. 

But  the  consideration  that  this  was  made  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany, or  that  the  railroad  company  were  bound  to  have  made  it 
more  safe  before  obstructing  the  former  highway,  is  nothing  with 
which  the  traveler  has  any  concern.     He  is  not  bound  to  inquire 
who  makes  the  by-ways,  or  by  what  authority  obstructions  are  put 
upon  the  highway.     But  towns,  after  having  reasonable  notice  of 
the  existence  of  obstructions  in  their  highways,  are  bound  to  re- 
move them  or  make  safe  by-ways  to  pass  round  them,  or  see  to  it 
that  they  are  properly  made  by  others,  in  order  to  exonerate 
themselves  from  liability  to  those  who  have  occasion  to  travel. 
There  is  in  law  no  necessary  privity  between  the  traveler  and  any 
one  but  the  towns,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  highways. 
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The  towns  must  look  to  those  who  obstruct  their  highways,  and 
take  measures  to  obtain  redress  for  such  injuries. 

This  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


Note  by  Redfield,  J.  The  following  is  an  abstract  of  the  cases  cited  in  the 
argument  by  defendants'  counsel,  but  it  seems  to  the  court,  they  have  but  a  re- 
mote bearing  upon  the  question  before  us.  And  we  should  scarcely  feel  justified 
in  taking  time  to  discuss  them  in  detail.  Hoxbury  v.  Worcester  Turrqnke  (h.^  2 
Pick.  40,  is  a  case  of  assumpsit  to  recover  for  repairing  a  portion  of  the  highway 
over  which  the  turnpike  company  had  laid  their  road.  The  court  held  it  a  mere 
voluntary  courtesy  and  denied  the  remedy. 

CommonweaUh  v.  aamt^  8  Pick.  327,  is  an  indictment  to  compel  the  turnpike  com 
pany  to  repair  this  portion  of  the  road,  and  the  court  held  them  liable. 

State  V.  Hampton^  2  New  H.  R.  22.  This  was  a  prosecution  against  the  town  for 
not  keeping  an  old  highway  in  repair,  over  which  the  State  had  given  leave  to  a 
corporation  to  build  a  causeway.  Held,  a  discontinuance  of  tlie  town  highway, 
and  the  town  no  longer  liable  to  repair. 

People  v.  Dendow^  1  Cain's  R.  179.  Tliis  is  where  a  turnpike  company  laid  their 
road  across  or  along  over  an  old  highway,  and  erected  a  gate  upon  the  old  high- 
way. The  defendant  was  the  gate-keeper.  They  had  express  permission  in  their 
charter  to  erect  a  gate  near  a  certain  house,  and  tliis  gate  was  near  that  house,  and 
held  a  fair  exercise  of  the  power  and  act  which  the  legislature  could  confer. 

Farmers*  T.  Co.  v.  Coventry^  10  Johns.  R.  889.  Toll-gates  may  be  erected  upon 
an  old  highway  which  is  taken  for  the  turnpike  company,  if  so  laid  within  the 
charter. 

Is  there  any  such  privity  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  railroad  company,  as  to 
entitle  him  to  sue  for  special  damages,  without  some  special  statute  ?  or  is  the 
privity  between  the  towns  and  the  railroad  company  ?  or  is  the  railroad  company 
liable  both  to  the  towns  and  individuals  ? 

Tinker  v.  Russell,  14  Pick.  R.  279.  The  canal  company  had  taken  the  entire 
road  and  completely  obstructed  the  highway,  and  so  it  remained  some  years,  till  a 
road  seven  or  eight  feet  wide  was  made  by  the  neighbors,  and  the  highway  sur- 
veyor of  that  district.  Plaintiff  was  injured,  and  sued  the  town.  The  court  held 
the  road  discontinued  by  the  grant  to  the  canal  company  and  their  act  under  it. 
This  case  is  per  cura  and  so  briefly  reported  as  to  afford  but  slight  grounds. 

Com,  V.  Westboroughj  8  Mass.  R.  406.  Certiorari  for  discontinuing  road  by  lay- 
ing a  new  one,  when  there  is  nothing  in  the  petition  for  discontinuance.  Held, 
lajidng  a  new  road  which  renders  the  old  unnecessary,  is  a  discontinuance  of  the 
old. 

LoweU  V.  Town  of  Moscow,  Maine  R.  8  Fairfield  300.  The  injury-  happened  on  a 
temporary  road  to  get  round  an  obstruction  in  the  old  highway.  If  the  town  were 
obliged  to  keep  the  point  of  road  open  as  a  highway,  the  new  road  was  laid  out  as 
a  substitute  for  the  old  highway,  and  the  time  had  not  expired  for  opening  the  new 
road,  and  the  town  were  still  bound  to  keep  the  old  road  in  repair  for  the  purposes 
of  public  travel.  This  is  very  much  like  Young  v.  Wheebck  in  our  Reports,  and 
since  others.    The  liability  of  the  town  had  not  altered. 

Was  the  traveler  bound  to  make  inquiries  in  regard  to  the  road  being  a  public 
highway,  before  going  upon  the  same,  there  being  no  other  possible  mode  of  getting 
on?  or  after  the  iivjory,  is  he  to  be  turned  over  to  the  raihoad  corporation,  or  their 
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servants  ?  Might  not  a  similar  rule  with  equal  propriety  be  extended  to  the  case 
of  a  mere  tort,  by  which  the  road  is  rendered  dangerous  ? 

Cumnwnwealth  v.  CharltsUnni^  1  Pick,  K.  ISO.  Inhabitants  not  bound  to  repair  a 
newly  creeled  bridge  over  an  arm  of  the  sea,  an  obstruction  to  the  navigation,  and 
so  a  nuisance. 

It  iji  said  the  road  should  have  been  either  formally  opened,  or  in  some  way 
adopted  by  the  town.  But  suppose  they  never  do  this,  and  the  public  officers 
never  take  Pt<'ps  to  compel  such  adoption;  then  of  course  the  traveler  is  to  be 
turned  over  to  the  railroad  corporation  for  redress  and  security,  and  as  to  this  por- 
tion of  the  road  the  result  is  that  the  railroad  corporation  are  alone  liable  for  the 
first  building  of  the  roud,  and  no  one  is  bound  to  keep  it  in  repair.  The  town  and 
the  railroad  corporation  may  never  agree  as  to  the  by-road.  Shall  it  follow  that 
no  one  is  liable  for  repair? 

Bnxter  v.  \Mmx)ski  T.  Ok,  22  Vt.  R.  114.  Xo  action  will  lie,  for  not  building 
sufficient  roads  for  the  public  to  use,  but  resort  must  be  had  to  indictment.  But 
tHat  is  not  this  ciise. 


Jeremiah  C.  Pierce  v,  Stillman  Brown. 
Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee.     Trespass, 

The  estate  and  right  of  possession  are  given  to  the  mortgagee  by  our  statute,  after 
condition  broken,  and  he  may  after  condition  broken,  sustain  his  action  of  eject- 
ment, against  the  mortgagor  or  his  grantees,  without  notice  to  quit. 

Upon  the  death  of  a  mortgagee  before  foreclosure,  his  right  and  interest  in  the 
mortgaged  premises  vest  ui  his  executor  or  administrator,  to  be  administered  as 
assets  belonging  to  the  estate. 

It  is  immaterial  when  an  acknowledgment  of  an  instrument  is  made,  if  done  when 
offered,  it  mav  be  read  in  evidence. 

Where  A.  was  tenant  under  the  mortgagor,  and  afterwards  purchased  the  mortgage, 
(after  condition  broken,)  and  at  the  same  time  notified  tlie  mortgagor  that  he 
held  the  premises  under  the  mortgage,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  rej)udiation 
of  the  tenancy,  and  a  di.eeolution  of  that  relation,  and  that  his  possession  there- 
after was  adverse,  and  that  there  was  no  necessity  of  surrendering  the  possession 
to  the  mortgagor,  and  then  bringing  his  action  of  ejectment,  for  A.  had  such 
title  and  po>session,  as  would  enable  him  to  sustain  an  action  for  trespass  com- 
mitted while  holding  such  adverse  possession. 

Where  the  premises  are  described  by  references  to  the  Unn  and  lands  of  adjacent 
proprietors,  and  the  calls  of  the  deed  caji  be  answered,  and  the  land  in  dispute 
be  included  or  excluded,  and  the  quantity  of  land  which  the  parties  intended  to 
mortgage  was  a  lot  containing  about  forty  acres,  as  expressed  in  tlie  deed,  and 
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this  statement  is  verified  only  by  including  the  land  in  dispute  in  the  mortpnpe, 
this  circumstance  in  the  absence  of  all  possible  motive  not  to  include  it  with  the 
remainder  of  the  lot,  the  whole  lot  will  be  considered  as  covered  by  the  mortgage, 
when  such  construction  answers  all  the  calls  of  the  deed,  and  manifestly  carries 
into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

Trespass  quare  clausum  fregit.  The  declaration  described  the 
land  as  follows:  "  In  a  plea  of  trespass,  for  that  the  defendant  on 
"  the  second  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1849,  at  Whiting  in  the  county 
"  of  Addison  aforesaid,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between 
"  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  ynih  force  and  arras, 
"  broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  close  situated  in  Whiting  afore- 
"  said,  and  bounded  on  the  south  by  land  owned  by  widow  Murray 
"  and  James  Chatterton, —  on  the  west  by  land  owned  by  Justus 
"  F.  Brown, —  East  by  lands  owned  by  Piatt  Ketcham  and  by  Hi- 
"  ram  Brown,  and  north  by  lands  owned  by  Hiram  Brown  and 
"  lands  of  Ezra  L.  Needham  and  others,  &c."  Plea  the  general 
issue,  and  trial  by  jury.  The  following  plan  was  proved  on  the 
trial  and  made  part  of  the  case. 


Fuller                             N. 
Brown's         Munson  Pendleton,  So.  line. 
Comer. 

Hiram 

Brown's 

Lot, 

S.  W.  Cor. 

Hiram  Brown's 

• 
41  Acres  in  whole  lot. 

9  Acres. 
Disputed  Line. 

Fann. 

• 

• 

s. 


Eber  Murray's  land. 


The  plaintiff,  on  trial,  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove  his  pos- 
session of  the  premises  described  in  his  declaration  and  the  com- 
mission of  the  trespasses  as  therein  alledged.  It  was  also  proved 
that  the  title  to  said  premises  had  been  in  one  Ira  Brown  for  some 
thirty  years,  and  that  he  conveyed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  by 
deed  dated  the  16tli  of  October,  A.  D.  1848.  It  further  appeared 
in  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  went  into  possession  of  the  premises 
and  the  entire  tract  of  land  described  in  the  mortgage,  hereinafter 
mentioned,  from  the  said  Ira  Brown  to  AppoUos  Austin,  under 
some  kind  of  a  lease  or  agreement  with  said  Ira  Brown  in  the 
spring  of  1847,  and  continued  such  occupation  until  July  or  Au- 
gust, A.  D.  1848. 


JANUARY  TERM,  1852.  167 

a-m    m  '        ■  -  -      —  BM  M  ^       ■  ■    ■  ■■ 

Pierce  r.  Brown. 

The  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  said  mortgage  deed  from 
Ira  Brown  to  AppoUos  Austin,  deceased,  dated  the  second  day  of 
May,  A.  D.  1842,  which  described  the  land  as  follows,  "  a  certain 
"  piece  or  lot  of  land  rn  Whiting,  beginning  in  the  north-east  comer 
"  of  Fuller  Brown's  land,  thence  east,  on  M.  Pendleton's  south  line, 
"  to  Hiram  Brown's  land,  thence  south,  to  the  north  line  of  a  lot 
"  formerly  owned  by  Eber  Murray,  thence  west,  on  the  north  line 
"  of  said  Murray's  land  to,  &;c.,  containing  about  forty  acres  of 
"  land."  The  plaintiff  also  offered  in  evidence,  the  assignment  of 
said  mortgage,  dated  the  17th  day  of  April,  1848,  and  recorded 
the  22d  day  of  May,  1848.  The  assignment  was  executed  by  G. 
A.  Austin,  executor  of  A.  Austin ;  the  acknowledgment  of  the  said 
assignment  was  dated  the  21st  day  of  May,  1851,  and  recorded 
the  5th  day  of  June,  1851.  The  assignment  and  certificate  of  the 
town  clerk,  were  all  upon  the  back  of  the  said  mortgage.  The 
plaintiff  also  offered  the  note  described  in  said  mortgage,  for  the 
sum  of  $873,00  payable  in  three  years  from  date,  and  interest  an- 
nually, and  the  indorsements  thereon.  It  was  admitted  that  Gus- 
tavus  A.  Austin  was  the  executor  of  the  will  of  Appollos  Austin, 
deceased,  and  that  his  signature  upon  the  back  of  the  note  and  to 
the  assignment,  was  genuine. 

The  plaintiff  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  in  July 
1848,  he  and  Ira  Brown  were  on  the  mortgaged  premises,  some 
distance  west  of  the  premises  conveyed  by  said  Ira  Brown  to  the 
defendant,  and  they  had  some  disagreement  relating  to  the  repair 
of  a  house  which  was  near  by,  and  that  the  plaintiff  then  informed 
Ira  Brown  that  he  had  bought  the  Austin  jnortgage,  (showing  him 
the  mortgage  and  assignment,)  and  then  said  to  said  Ira,  "  I  hold 
these  premises  under  the  mortgage,"  meaning  said  mortgage  to 
Austin.  There  was  also  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  horse 
and  cow  of  said  Ira  Brown  were  pastured. a  portion  of  the  summer 
of  1848,  on  thfe  premises,  and  that  in  the  winter  of  1847  and  1848, 
said  Ira  Brown  had  cut  some  wood  on  the  premises,  and  until  the 
fall  of  1848,  had  the  possession  of  a  part  of  the  premises,  though 

not  of  the  locus  in  quo. 
The  acts  complained  of  were  committed  on  that  portion  of  the 

premises  designated  on  the  plan  as  lying  east  of  the  dotted  line 

drawn  from  the  south  west  comer  of  Hiram  Brown's  land,  south  to 

Ibe  Murray  land. 
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The  (lefendaut  insisted,  and  requested  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury  tliat  t]ie  phiintitf  had  not  shown  such  a  title  under  said  mort- 
gage deed,  as  to  entitle  him  to  maintain  this  action.  And  also 
objected  to  the  evidence  on  that  point,  because  among  other  things, 
the  assignment  was  not  acknowledged  beibrc  this  suit  was  brought, 
and  because  it  did  not  appear  when  the  note  was  indorsed,  nor 
what  was  the  will  of  Appollos  Austin,  nor  w^hether  the  executor 
had  any  authority  to  convey,  and  because  the  evidence  <Jid  not 
show  any  repudiation  of  plaintiff's  tenancy,  or  taking  possession 
under  the  mortgage,  as  was  requisite  to  maintain  this  action. 

The  defendant  also  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that 
if  they  found  that  the  parties  had  treated  the  locus  in  quo,  lying 
east  of  the  line  aforesaid  as  not  covered  by  the  mortgage,  or  if 
that  point  was  a  matter  in  dispute  between  them,  that  a  mere 
declaration  that  i)laintiff  held  the  premises  under  the  mortgage, 
would  not  be  such  a  change  of  the  prior  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant,  as  to  give  the  plaintiff  the  right  olfaction  ;  but  in  that  case 
he  was  bound  to  indicate  distinctly  to  the  landlord  that  he  claimed 
also,  the  disputed  territory  under  it.  There  was  no  testimony 
tending  to  prove  that  any  of  the  parties  to  this  suit,  or  to  the 
mortgage,  had,  previous  to  the  fall  of  1848,  treated  the  locus  in 
quo  lying  east  of  the  line  aforesaid,  as  not  covered  by  the  mort- 
gage, or  that  that  point  was  a  matter  in  dispute  between  them. 

The  defendant  also  insisted,  and  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury,  that  the  first  line  described  in  said  mortgage  deed  extend- 
ed no  further  east  than  the  said  south-west  comer  of  Hiram 
Brown's  land. 

The  court  declined  to  charge  as  requested,  any  farther  than  is 
hereinafter  stated,  and  admitted  the  mortgage,  assignment,  and 
note  and  indorsements  thereon  in  evidence. 

The  court  charged  tl^e  jury  that  if  the  plaintiff,  in  the  spring  of 
1848,  purchased  the  mortgage  and  note,  and  took  the  assignment 
from  the  executors  of  Appollos  Austin,  and  notified  Ira  Brown 
that  he  held  the  premises  under  the  mortgage  ;  that  the  plaintiff 
would  after  that  time,  have  the  possession  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises against  Ira  Brown  or  his  assignee,  and  is  entitled  to  recover 
for  such  trespasses  allcdged  in  his  declaration,  proved  to  have  been 
committed. 

And  further,  that  the  north  Tiic  of  the  mortgaged  premises  does 
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not  necessarilj  terminate  at  Hiram  Brown's  south-west  comer, 
but  if  the  jury  find  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage deed  in  1842,  the  premises  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  were 
then  occupied  and  improved  by  Ira  Brown  as  an  entire  farm,  the 
disputed  land  in  common  with  the  rest,  and  not  separated  by  any 
TisiUe  boundaries,  and  that  the  whole  farm,  including  the  nine 
acres  of  disputed  land  was  bounded  by  the  surrounding  lands,  as  des- 
ignated on  the  plan,  and  contained  no  more  than  about  forty  acres. 
The  mortgage  will  cover  the  whole  farm  including  the  locus  in 
quo.    To  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

•/I  Prout  and  Kasson  Sf  Edmunds  for  defendant 

1.  The  deed  to  Austin  does  not  include  the  locus  in  quo.  It  is 
well  settled  that  where  there  are  well  known  obvious  monimaents, 
the  mere  addition  of  quantity  will  be  wholly  disregarded.  Gilman 
V.  Smith,  12  Vt.  150. 

It  is  of  no  importance  whether  the  farm  was  occupied  as  an  en- 
tire  farm.  That  hypothesis  rests  on  a  further  presumption,  that  a 
man  cannot  mortgage  a  part  only  of  his  farm.  As  the  plan  was 
proved  and  admitted,  it  was  a  mere  question  of  law  where  the 
boundid-ies  were,  and  should  not  have  been  left  to  the  jury. 

2.  The  plaintiff  had  no  title  under  the  Austin  mortgage,  he  could 
not  maintain  ejectment  under  it,  and  hence,  could  not  have  the; 
legal  right  of  possession.  A  mere  equitable  ownership  of  the- 
mortgage  will  not  justify  the  eniry.  Arch.  PL  505.  Wild  v.. 
(hntiUon^  1  Johns.  C.  123.  Jackson  v.  Myers,  3  Johns.  388.  Jack"- 
son  V.  Pierce,  2  Johns.  221.  Jackson  v.  Chase,  2  Johns.  84.. 
Ives  V.  Ives,  13  Johns.  235.  Svffem  v.  Townsend,  9  Johns.  35.. 
Cooper  V.  Stower,  9  Johns.  331. 

1.  The  assignment  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  acknowledged,  and 
his  only  interest  was  a  chose  in  action. 

2.  The  executor  had  no  authority  under  the  will,  to  convey  the- 
estate  after  condition  broken. 

8.  The  assignment  does  not  purport  to  convey  the  title  of  the 
testator,  but  only  the  executor's  oum  interest,  and  it  docs  not  ap- 
pear he  had  any  ;  the  appendage  to  his  name,  of  "  executor  of  A.. 
Austin,"  is  but  descriptio persona,     Higleyy,  Smith,^  1  D.  Chip.  409. 

The  defendant  could  have  maintained  ejectment  against  the- 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  and  it  is  absurd  to  say  that  he  is. 
XXIV.  12 
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liable  to  trespass.  Green  v.  Olark,  8  Johns.  424.  Jackson  v, 
Myers,  3  Johns.  388. 

8.  There  was  no  such  repudiation  of  the  plaintiff's  tenancy,  as 
to  entitle  him  to  maintain  this  action.  The  tenant  must  declare  to 
his  landlord  distinctly,  not  only  that  he  claims  as  mortgagee,  but 
also,  that  he  is  no  longer  Henant ;  and  also  declare  in  what  right 
he  does  claim.  The  mere  declaration,  that  '^  he  holds  the  premi- 
ses under  the  mortgage,"  is  insufficient  to  defeat  the  relation,  es- 
pecially when  he  at  the  same  time  shows  his  assignment  which  is 
void.  This  was  only  notice  that  he  claimed  under  a  void  title,  and 
was  no  notice.  The  repudiation  should  be  distinct  and  unequivo- 
cal. Greeno  v.  Munson,  9  Vt.  37.  HaU  v.  Dewey,  10  Vt  593. 
Hooper  v.  WiUson,  12  Vt  695. 

4.  If  the  title  of  Austin  did  not  vest  in  Pierce,  then  Pierce,  even 
though  he  might  claim  under  Austin,  so  as  to  justify  a  trespass  by 
himself,  yet  it  would  be  as  Austin's  servant.  He  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  as  such. 

E.  N.  Briggs  and  Barber  S^  BushneU  for  plaintiff. 

1.  The  trespasses  complained  of  were  committed  in  May,  1849. 

In  July,  1848,  plaintiff  was  in  possession,  and  had  been  previ- 
ously under  some  kind  of  an  agreement.  Ira  Brown  the  mort- 
gagor, was  shown  the  mortgage  and  assignment,  and  notified  by 
plaintiff  that  he  held  possession  under  the  Austin  mortgage,  by  an 
assignment  of  the  same.  If  plaintiff  was  in  possession  as  tenant 
of  tl^e  mortgagor,  here  was  a  sufficient  repudiation  of  the  tenancy, 
and  an  adverse  claim  under  the  mortgage.  Administrator  of  North 
V.  Bamum  et  al.,  10  Vt.  220.  The  jury  under  the  charge  of  the 
court,  have  found  that  plaintiff  took  possession  under  the  mortgage. 

2.  A  tenant  may  protect  his  possession  by  purchasing  in  a  mort- 
gage, and  hold  under  the  mortgage,  after  condition  broken,  without 
the  assent  of  the  mortgagor.     Newel  et  al.  v.  Wright,  3  Mass.  156. 

3.  The  defendant,  as  grantee  of  Ira  Brown,  could  have  no  far- 
ther title  or  right  than  Ira  Brown  had,  the  conveyance  was  16th 
October,  1848,  some  time  after  plaintiff  had  possession  under  the 
mortgage,  and  after  condition  broken. 

4.  By  our  statute  the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  possession  until 
condition  broken.  After  condition  broken,  the  mortgagee  is  enti- 
tled to  possession,  and  can  take  possession  without  any  process. 
WiUson  V.  Bboker  et  al.,  13  Vt.  653. 
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The  assignment  of  the  mortgage  transfers  the  mortgage  debt^or 
is  evidence  that  the  debt  was  transferred  at  the  same  time.  PiU 
kin  V.  Leavitt,  13  Vt  379.  2  Swift's  Dig.  170.  King  v.  Har^ 
rington,  2  Aiken  33.     Stewart  v.  Thompson^  3  Vt.  255. 

A  debt  secured  by  mortgage,  with  the  mortgaged  premises  shall 
be  considered  personal  assets  of  deceased  persons.  Comp.  Stat, 
of  1850,  p.  344.  Sec  29  and  30. 

The  question  is  virtuallj  decided  in  Massachusetts  under  a  sim- 
ilar statute.     Cutter  v.  Davenport,  1  Pick.  86. 

As  to  the  question  whether  the  locus  in  quo  was  conveyed  by 
the  description  m  the  mortgage,  the  court  in  their  charge  to  the 
jury,  followed  the  instruction  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  this  case 
as  given  at  the  last  term. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
IsHAM,  J.     In  this  action  of  trespass  on  the  freehold,  the  plain- 
tiff seeks  to  recover  damages  for  trespasses  committed  during  the 
season  of  1849.     For  the  purpose  of  showing  his  title  to  the  prem- 
ises in  question,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,   offered  in  evidence  a 
mortgage  deed  executed  by  Ira  Brown  to  Appollos  Austin,  dated 
May  2, 1842,  with  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  and  transfer  of 
the  note  to  him,  made  by  G.  A.  Austin  as  executor  of  Appollos 
Austin  on  the  17th  day  of  April,  1848.     The  assignment  was  re- 
corded May  22,  1848,  but  not  acknowledged  until  May  21,  1851. 
At  common  law,  as  between  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  the 
legal  estate  as  well  as  the  right  of  possession,  is  in  the  mortgagee, 
whether  before  or  after  condition  broken.     And  under  the  provis- 
ions of  our  statute,  p.  286,  Sec.  12,  it  has  uniformly  been  consider- 
ed that  the  estate  and  right  of  possession  are  given  to  the  mort- 
gagee, after  condition  broken,  and  that  he  may  then  sustain  his 
action  of  ejectment  against  the  mortgagor  or  his  grantees  even 
without  notice  to  quit.     Atkinson  v.  Burt,  1  Aik.  Rep.  329.     Ly^ 
man  v.  Mower,  et  al»,  6  Vt.  345.     So  that  the  legal  interest  and 
right  of  possession  to  these  premises  were  in  the  estate  of  Appollos 
Austin  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  of  this  mortgage  to  the  plain- 
tiff.    Wilson  V.  Hooper,  13  Vt.  R.  653.     And  it  is  equally  true, 
that  on  the  death  of  a  mortgagee  before  foreclosure,  his  right  and 
interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises  vest  in  his  executor  and  ad- 
ministrator, to  be  administered  as  assets  belonging  to  the  estate. 
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But  it  is  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  these  premises, 
and  that  the  assignment  of  this  mortgage,  for  various  reasons,  is 
ineffectual  to  convey  to  him  that  right  of  property  or  possession 
that  will  enable  him  to  sustain  this  action.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  this  is  purely  a  question  between  the  estate  of  AppoUos  Aus- 
tin and  the  plaintiff  as  assignee,  and  that  whatever  would  be  suf- 
ficient to  estop  the  executor  from  claiming  the  title  and  possession 
as  against  his  assignee,  will  be  sufficient  as  against  the  mortgagor, 
and  all  claiming  under  bim. 

The  Comp.  Stat.  p.  384,  Sec.  7,  provides  that  no  conveyance 
shall  be  good  and  effectual  in  law  against  any  other  person  but  the 
grantor  and  his  heirs  only,  unless  the  instrument  be  acknowledged 
and  recorded ;  as  against  the  grantor  and  h%$  heirs  the  instrument 
is  effectual  to  convey  the  legal  title,  though  neither  acknowledged 
or  recorded.  The  assignment  in  this  case  as  between  the  parties 
to  the  instrument,  contains  all  the  necessary  requisites  of  an  ope- 
rative conveyance.  It  has  the  usual  operative  words,  was  signed, 
sealed  and  witnessed,  and  will  estop  the  executor  and  the  estate 
from  claiming  the  premises  assigned  as  against  the  assignee. 

It  should  be  acknowledged,  as  a  preliminary  step  before  record- 
ing, and  as  that  supersedes  the  necessity  of  proving  its  execution, 
when  produced  in  court,  it  is  immaterial  when  it  is  made,  if  done 
when  it  is  offered  in  evidence.  13  Vt.  R.  379,  Pitkin  v.  Leavitt. 
The  same  principle  applies  to  the  recording  of  a  deed,  or  other 
conveyance.  For  when  such  an  instrument  is  recorded  at  any 
time  after  its  date,  it  becomes  effectual  from  its  date ;  Douglass  v. 
Spooner,  N.  Chip.  74,  and  it  may  be  read  in  evidence,  if  recorded 
at  any  time  before  trial.  6  Vt.  R.  532,  Harrington  v.  Gage.  The 
assignment,  therefore,  was  properly  read  in  evidence,  so  far  as  ob- 
jections were  taken  to  its  acknowledgment.  Equally  unavailable 
is  the  objection,  that  the  executor  had  no  authority  to  make  this 
assignment  without  license  from  the  probate  court.  This  objec- 
tion proceeds  upon  the  ground,  that  afier  condition  broken,  the 
property  becomes  real  assets,  and  to  be  administered  as  real  estate 
of  which  the  testator  died  seized.  But  the  Comp.  Stat.  p.  344, 
Sec.  29,  provides  that  the  debt  and  mortgaged  premises  belonging 
to  a  deceased  person  as  mortgagee,  when  not  foreclosed  in  his  life 
time,  shall  be  considered  as  personal  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  ex- 
ecutor, and  is  to  be  administered  and  accounted  for  as  such.     Un- 
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der  this  statute  the  debt  and  premises  mortgaged  are  as  much  un- 
der the  control  and  disposition  of  the  executor  as  any  article  of 
personal  estate  that  comes  into  his  possession.  He  maj  discharge, 
release  and  transfer  the  same  under  the  powers  derived  from  his 
letter  of  administration. 

The  objection  also,  that  this  assignment  purports  to  convey  on 
the  part  of  the  assignor  "  all  his  rights  title  and  interest'"  to  the 
premises,  and  not  his  right,  title  and  interest  as  executor,  must  be 
considered  as  falling  within  the  principle,  and  overruled  by  the 
case  of  Stewart  v.  Thompson,  3  Vt  R.  255.  It  was  there  held  in 
the  assignment  of  a  mortgage,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  as 
manifested  by  the  whole  instrument,  is  to  govern  in  its  construc- 
tion. This  assignment  in  its  premises  describes  the  assignor  as  ex» 
eeutor  of  AppoUos  Austin  and  in  that  capacity  the  instrument  is 
signed  and  sealed.  When  the  instrument  is  signed  in  his  capaci- 
ty as  executor,  it  is  an  assignment  of  his  right,  title  and  interest 
which  he  has  in  that  capacity,  as  much  so,  as  if  it  was  so  written 
in  the  body  of  the  assignment,  and  equally  manifests  such  to  be 
his  intention.  And  when  these  instrumenfs  are  to  be  carried  into 
effect,  according  to  the  evident  intention  of  the  parties,  we  cannot 
hesitate  to  say,  that  this  assignment  is  suliicicnt  to  transfer  to  this 
plaintiff  all  the  interest  and  right  which  wjis  vested  in  the  estate 
of  Appollos  Austin,  and  for  that  purpose,  was  sufficient  to  permit 
it  to  be  read  in  evidence  as  against  the  defendant. 

It  is  fiirther  claimed,  that  this  action  cannot  be  sustained,  as  the 
plaintiff  was  not  in  possession  of  the  premises  under  the  mortgage 
at  the  time  of  the  trespasses  complained  of,  but  on  the  contrary, 
was  in  possession  as  tenant,  of  Ira  Brown  the  mortgagor.  We 
learn  from  the  case,  that  the  plaintiff  went  into  possession  of  the 
premises  described  in  the  mortgage  deed  in  the  spring  of  1847,  un- 
der some  arrangement  with  Brown,  and  that  he  continued  in  such 
possession  until  July  or  August,  1848.  At  this  time  the  plaintiff 
informed  Ira  Brown  that  he  had  bought  the  Austin  mortgage,  and 
distinctly  informed  him  that  he  held  the  premises  under  the  mort- 
gage, and  at  the  same  time  showing  him  the  mortgage  deed  and  as- 
signment. 

It  is  unquestionably  true  that  a  tenant  cannot  deny  the  title  of 
his  landlord,  nor  set  up  an  outstanding  or  paramount  title  in  him- 
self or  a  third  person.     2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  570.    At  common 
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law  this  rule  did  not  exist,  except  in  cases  where  the  lease  was  by 
deed  indented,  where  the  estoppel  arose  by  indenture,  and  not 
from  the  tenancy.  Lit.  §  58  Co.  Litt.  47-6.  But  since  the  time 
of  Lord  Holt,  the  rule  has  been  established  which  precludes  the 
tenant,  in  all  cases  where  that  relation  exists,  from  denying  the 
landlord's  title.  Yet  the  estoppel  is  equitable  and  not  legal.  2 
Smith's  Lead.  Caa.  569,  570. 

But  whatever  may  be  its  character  "  it  only  debars  him  from 
"  contesting  the  validity  of  the  title  at  the  time  when  the  lease  woi 
"  made  and  possession  given,  and  not  from  showing  that  the  right 
"  which  the  landlord  then  had  was  defeasible  or  limited  in  its  na- 
"ture  and  has  since  expired  or  been  defeated."  This  rule  is 
given  by  Lord  Denman  in  Doe  v.  Barton,  11  Adol.  &  Ellis 
307.  Knight  v.  Smt/the,  4  M.  &  Lei.*  347.  2  Smith's  Lead. 
Cas.  570.  Jackson  v.  Rowland,  6  Wend.  666.  And  this  princi- 
ple has  been  applied  to  cases  very  similar  to  this  in  facts.  15 
Pick.  Rep.  1^7,  Smith  v.  Shepherd,  1  Met.  Rep.  494,  Wel^h  v. 
Adams.  9  Bing.  Rep.  613,  Hapcraft  v.  Keyes.  3  Mass.  Rep. 
156,  Newel  v.  Wright, 

Li  this  State  it  has  been  held,  "  that  a  tenant  may  repudiate  his 
"  tenancy  and  set  up  an  adverse  claim  in  his  own  right,  if  this  is 
"made  known  to  the  landlord,"  North  v.  Bamum,  10  Vt.  R.  223, 
"  and  when  the  tenant  notifies  his  landlord  that  he  shall  no  longer 
"  hold  under  him,  the  relation  ceases.  The  possession  has  become 
"  adverse,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run."  9  Vt.  R, 
37,  Greeno  v.  Munson,  And  under  the  decisions  in  England  and 
in  this  State,  we  have  no  doubt  that  if  the  plaintiff  first  entered 
into  possession  of  these  premises  under  the  mortgagor,  as  his  ten- 
ant, still  he  might  repudiate  that  tenancy  by  purchasing  the  Aus- 
tin mortgage  as  being  an  older  and  better  title,  and  protect  him- 
self in  his  possession  of  the  premises,  from  any  claims  of  his  for- 
mer landlord.  And  whenever  by  purchasing  such  title  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  right  of  possession,  it  would  be  an  idle  ceremony  to 
require  the  tenant  to  surrender  up  his  possession,  and  then  resort 
to  his  action  of  ejectment,  when  its  only  effect  can  be,  to  put  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  situation  he  now  occupies.  We  apprehend 
this  is  not  required  by  the  law,  and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Doe 
V.  Barton,  observes,  "that  it  seems  absurd  to  require  him  to  go 
"  through  the  form  of  an  ejectment  in  order  to  pul  them  into  the 
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"very  position  in  which  they  now  stand."  When,  therefore,  the 
plaintiff  exhibited  to  Ira  Brown,  in  the  summer  of  1848,  the  mort- 
gage deed  and  the  assignment  of  the  same  to  him  and  informed 
him  of  his  ownership,  and  notified  him  that  he  held  the  premises 
under  that  mortgage,  it  was  a  repudiation  of  the  tenancy  and  a 
dissolution  of  that  relation,  and  his  possession  thereafter  was  ad- 
Terse.  Chitty  on  Cont.  341.  1  Moo.  &  Pag.  480.  And  there 
was  no  necessity  of  surrendering  the  possession  to  the  mortgagor, 
and  then  bringing  his  action  of  ejectment,  for  it  could  only  place 
him  in  the  same  situation  in  which  he  then  was.  The  court 
therefore  very  properly  charged  the  jury,  that  upon  those  facts 
the  plaintiff  had  such  title  and  possession  as  would  enable  him  to 
sustain  this  action. 

The  premises  on  which  these  trespasses  were  committed  were 
conveyed  by  Ira  Brown  to  the  defendant  on  the  1 6th  of  October) 
1848,  and  are  situated  east  of  the  dotted  line  on  the  plan  which 
is  made  part  of  the  case. 

The  important  question  arising  in  this  case  is,  whether  in  point 
of  fact,  the  mortgage  deed  given  to  Austin  and  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff,  includes  the  tract  of  land  on  which  the  trespasses  were 
committed,  and  which  was  conveyed  to  the  defendant.  This  is  a 
question  of  law  and  depends  upon  the  construction  which  should 
be  given  to  the  deed.  The  premises  are  described  by  references 
to  the  lines  and  lands  of  adjacent  proprietors.  No  other  monu- 
ments are  referred  to,  and  courses  and  distances  are  not  otherwise 
given.  And  if  we  were  to  be  governed  entirely  by  the  land  of 
adjacent  owners,  the  calls  of  the  deed  can  be  answered,  and  the 
land  be  included  or  excluded,  on  an  equally  reasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  deed.  For  if  the  first  or  north  line  in  the  description 
commencing  in  the  north-east  comer  of  Fuller  Brown's  land, 
thence  running  east  on  Pendleton's  south  line  to  Hiram  Brown's 
land,  terminates  at  the  south-west  corner  of  Brown's  land  at  the 
dotted  line,  the  premises  would  not  be  included  in  the  mortgage. 
But  if  the  line  is  continued  past  that  comer  until  it  strikes 
Brown's  land  lying  east  of  this  lot,  then  the  premises  are  included 
in  the  deed.  The  quantity  of  land  which  the  parties  intended  to 
mortgage  was  a  lot  containing  about  forty  acres,  as  expressed  in 
the  deed,  and  this  statement  is  verified  only  by  including  the  land 
in  the  mortgage.     This  circumstance  with  the  absence  of  all  pos- 


176  ADDISON  COUNTY. 


In  the  matter  of  the  town  of  Bridport. 


Bible  motive  not  to  include  it  with  the  remainder  of  the  lot,  has 
induced  us  to  consider  it  as  covered  by  the  mortgage,  as  this  con- 
struction answers  all  the  calls  of  the  deed,  and  manifestly  carries 
into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties.  The  premises  therefore 
being  included  in  the  deed,  and  the  plaintiff  having  this  title  and 
possession  at  the  time  of  conmiitting  the  trespasses  for  which  the 
action  is  brought,  we  see  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  verdict  in 
the  case. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Town  op  Bridport. 

Highways.     Commissioners — their  powers  and  duties. 

The  28th  Section  of  Chap.  22  of  the  Compiled  Statutes  of  1860,  provides,  "That 
^  when  the  public  good^  or  the  necessity  and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants  re- 
**  quire  a  highway  to  be  laid  out,  on  the  Hne  between  two  towns,  any  seven  or  more 
**  free  holders  may  make  application  to  the  selectmen  for  that  purpose.'*  And 
the  44th  Section  of  the  same  Chapter  provides,  ^*  That  if  the  selectmen  of  such 
*^  towns  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  lay  out  such  highway,  and  in  no  other  case, 
"  any  seven  or  more  free  holders  may  make  application  to  the  county  court  for 
"  the  appointment  of  commissioners  for  that  purp<»e."  Under  the  provisions  of 
these  two  sections,  it  was  held,  that  commissioners  had  conferred  upon  them  the 
same  powers,  and  the  performance  of  the  same  duties,  and  none  other,  that  were 
given  to  the  selectmen  under  such  petition,  when  pending  before  them. 

And  where  the  road  petitioned  for  is  wholly  in  one  town,  and  upon  the  refViaal  or 
neglect  of  the  selectmen  of  said  toi^vn  to  lay  such  road,  commissioners  are  ap 
pointed  by  the  county  court,  it  was  held,  that  the  powers  of  the  commisslonen 
in  such  case,  are  co-extensive  with  those  of  the  selectmen  of  the  town,  and  thi^ 
the  conomissioners  can  only  act  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  town. 

Where  conmiissioners  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  sections  28  and  44  of 
chapter  22  of  the  Compiled  Statutes  of  1860,  laid  the  road  wholly  in  one  town, 
and  it  a])peared  from  their  report  that  the  road  could,  except  for  a  short  distance 
in  one  or  two  places,  as  well  have  been  laid  on  the,  Ime  o/both  iowtu  as  by  the  side 
of  said  line,  it  was  held,  that  the  commissioners  exceeded  their  power  and  an- 
thority,  and  that  the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  establishing  a  highway  so 
laid,  on  petition,  would  be  set  aside. 

This  was  Application  or  Petition  to  the  supreme  courts 
by  the  town  of  Bridport,  for  a  writ  of  certiorariy  to  vacate  the 
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proceedings  of  the  county  court  in  accepting  the  report  of  com- 
missioners in  laying  out  a  highway.  The  facts  are  sufficiently 
stated  in  the  opinion  delivered  hy  the  court. 

Barber  ^  JButhnell  for  petitioners. 

/.  Pierpoint  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  hy 

IsHAM,  J.  This  is  an  application  for  the  writ  of  certiorari,  in 
which  complaint  is  made  of  the  decision  of  the  county  court  in  ac- 
cepting the  report  of  commissioners  in  laying  out  a  highway. 

The  commissioners  were  appointed  hy  the  county  court  upon  a 
petition  of  several  free  holders  of  the  towns  of  Addison  and  Brid- 
port, in  which  it  is  stated  that  application  had  heen  made  to  the 
selectmen  of  those  towns,  to  lay  out  a  public  highway,  on  or  near 
the  line  between  the  towns  from  Jesse  Crane's  in  Bridport  to 
Marshall  Smith's  in  Addison,  and  that  the  selectmen  had  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  grant  the  petition.  From  the  report  of  the 
oommissioners,  we  learn  that  a  public  highway  was  surveyed  by 
them  between  the  termini  mentioned  in  the  petition,  but  wholly 
laid  in  the  town  of  Addison,  the  line  between  the  towns  being  the 
south  line  of  the  road,  and  for  a  portion  of  the  road  tlie  town  of 
Bridport  was  made  chargeable  for  its  support.  The  ( oiaity  court 
accepted  the  report,  and  ordered  the  road  to  be  worked  and  opened 
for  public  use. 

The  legality  of  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  in  that 
survey,  and  of  the  decree  of  the  court  in  accepting  that  report 
and  ordering  the  road  to  be  opened,  are  matters  brought  before 
this  court  on  this  application.  It  is  insisted  by  the  town  of  Brid- 
port, that  the  proceedings  of  the  commissioners  are  irregular  in 
laying  the  road  wholly  in  the  town  of  Addison,  and  that  no  facts 
are  reported,  or  found  to  exist  in  the  case,  that  warranted  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  report,  or  the  order  of  the  court  for  the  opening 
of  the  road. 

The  28th  Section  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  p.  165,  provides, 

**That  when  the  public  good,  or  the  necessity  and  convenience  of 

"  the  inhabitants  require  a  highway  to  be  laid  out  on  the  line  he- 

^tween  two  towns,  any  seven  or  more  free  holders  may  make  ap- 

*^  plication  to  the  selectmen  of  such  towns  for  that  purpose." 
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The  44th  Section  provides,  "That  if  the  selectmen  of  such 
"towns  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  lay  out  such  highway,  and  in  no 
"other  case,  any  seven  or  more  free  holders  may  make  applica- 
"tion  to  the  county  court  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners 
"  for  that  purpose."  Under  these  provisions  the  powers  and  du- 
ties of  commissioners  are  apparent.  The  legislature  obviously 
intended  to  confer  upon  them  the  same  powers  and  the  perform- 
ance of  the  same  duties,  and  none  other,  that  were  given  to  the 
selectmen  under  such  petition  when  pending  before  them. 

Their  inquiries  are  to  be  directed  to  the  necessity  and  conve- 
nience of  the  same  road,  and  in  its  location  they  are  confined  by 
the  same  restrictions,  and  within  the  same  limits,  as  that  of  the 
selectmen.  In  other  words,  the  county  court,  by  their  conmiis- 
sioners,  are  required  to  do  what  should  have  been  done  by  the 
selectmen. 

On  a  petition  for  a  road  of  this  character,  it  is  evident  different 
proceedings  are  to  be  had  from  those  required  where  the  road  is 
wholly  laid  in  one  town.  In  such  case  the  power  of  locating  the 
road  is  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  selectmen  of  the  town  where  the 
road  is  proposed  to  be  laid,  or  in  commissioners  which  may  be  ap- 
pointed, on  their  neglect  and  refusal  to  survey  the  same,  and  their 
powers  in  such  case  are  co-extensive  with  those  of  the  selectmen  of 
the  town,  and  can  act  only  within  its  territorial  limits.  But  on  a 
petition  for  a  road  on  the  line  of  two  towns,  the  selectmen  of  both 
towns  are  the  only  board  to  whom  the  application  is  first  to  be  made, 
and  they  are  required  to  proceed  together,  in  appointing  a  time 
and  place  of  hearing,  giving  notice  to  persons  interested,  and  caus- 
ing their  orders  and  survey  to  be  recorded  in  the  town '  clerk's 
office  of  each  town.  And  on  their  refusal,  commissioners  may  be 
appointed  for  that  specific  purpose,  whose  powers  and  duties  also, 
are  the  same  and  are  derived  from  the  same  source  with  that  of 
the  selectmen  of  both  the  towns.  On  such  a  petition  the  Le^la- 
ture  evidently  contemplated  the  case,  where  the  road  was  to  be 
located  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  both  towns,  part  of  the 
road  located  in  one  town  and  part  in  the  other,  so  that  the  line  of 
town  shall  continuously  divide  the  road.  And  that  legislative  poli- 
cy, that  gave  to  the  selectmen  of  one  town  exclusive  jurisdiction  in 
laying  roads  wholly  within  its  limits,  gave  to  the  selectmen  of  both 
towns,  or  commissioners  appointed  in  their  place,  the  same  power 
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and  authority  where  the  road  is  located  within  the  territory  of 
both.  In  each  case  the  interests  of  all  the  towns,  as  well  as  their 
respective  inhabitants,  would  be  represented  by  the  selectmen  of 
each.  These  provisions  of  the  act  also  give  a  construction  to  the 
expression  in  the  statute,  "0»  the  line  between  two  toums."  It 
does  not  mean  aiong  and  by  the  side  of  the  town  line,  but  refers  to 
a  road  divided  by  the  line  of  the  tQWn,  and  over  the  limits  of 
which  the  selectmen  of  no  one  town  have  authority  to  act,  or  lay 
the  road.  Previous  to  the  act  of  1845  on  such  petition,  the  road 
could  be  located  in  no  other  way,  and  from  that  line  or  course 
they  were  not  at  liberty  to  deviate  for  any  matter  or  cause.  If 
the  position  of  the  land  was  such,  or  any  natural  obstacle  existed 
that  rendered  it  impossible  to  lay  the  road  so  as  to  be  divided  in 
its  whole  length  by  the  line  of  the  towns,  the  consequence  fol- 
lowed that  no  road  could  be  laid,  as  no  provision  was  made  by 
statute  authorizing  such  deviation.  To  provide  a  remedy  in  such 
case  was  the  object  of  the  act  of  1845,  being  the  3 1st  Section  of 
the  Compiled  Statutes,  p.  160.  That  Section  provides  ^'ihat 
^when  a  highway  is  required  to  be  laid  out  so  that  it  shaU  be 
*^near  the  line  between  two  adjoining  towns,  instead  of  being  on 
^  the  line  between  such  towns,  on  account  of  the  position  of  the 
"  land,  or  nature  of  the  soil  over  which  it  may  be  laid,  and  when 
^both  towns  are  benefitted  in  a  similar  manner  as  though  such 
"  highway  were  on  such  line,"  then  such  highway  may  be  laid  by 
the  selectmen  of  both  towns,  and  on  their  neglect  or  refusal,  by 
commissioners  of  the  county  court. 

This  act  also  gives  a  legislative  construction  to  previous  legisla- 
tion oh  this  subject  similar  to  that  we  have  expressed,  and  has  not 
altered  the  law  previously  existing,  except  in  one  instance,  in 
which  such  deviations  are  allowed  and  the  road  permitted  to  be 
laid  near  the  line,  where  the  position  of  the  land  and  nature  of  the 
soil  renders  it  difficult  or  impossible  to  lay  the  road  on  the  line. 
Where  such  difficulties  do  not  exist  the  road  must  be  laid  on  the 
line  the  same  as  before  the  act.  Where  they  do  exist  they  may 
so  deviate  as  to  lay  the  road  near  the  line,  so  far  as  is  necessary 
to  avoid  the  difficulties,  and  when  avoided  it  becomes  their  duty  to 
continue  the  road  on  the  line  of  the  towns  as  before.  To  justify 
such  deviations  two  facts  must  be  affirmatively  found  to  exist ; 
firsts  that  the  position  of  the  land  or  nature  of  the  soil  is  such  that 


180  ADDISON  COUNTY. 

In  the  matter  of  the  town  of  Bridport 

the  public  good  or  conyenience  of  the  inhabitants  require  such  de- 
viations, and  secondly,  that  both  towns  are  benefitted  in  a  similar 
manner  as  though  such  highway  were  on  such  line. 

Such  facts  being  found  affirmatively,  will,  under  the  act  of 
1845,  justify  such  deviations  to  that  extent,  whether  the  road  is 
laid  by  the  selectmen  of  both  towns,  or  by  commissioners  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose  on  their  neglect  and  refusal. 

On  this  petition,  therefore,  if  the  commissioners  found  that  the 
public  good  required  the  road  to  be  laid,  it  should  have  been  lo- 
cated in  bot}i  towns,  so  that  the  line  of  the  towns  should  have 
divided  the  road  between  them.  And  from  this  course  they  were 
not  at  liberty  to  deviate  unless  the  position  of  the  land  and  nature 
of  the  soil  required  it. 

This  fact,  the  commissioners  have  not  found  to  exist,  and  the 
matter  is  not  even  lefl  for  presumption,  for  they  have  found,  and 
at  the  request  of  the  town  of  Bridport  have  reported,  that  no  such 
difficulties  or  obstacles  existed,  and  that  the  road  could,  except  for 
a  short  distance  in  one  or  two  places,  as  well  have  been  laid  an 
the  line  of  both  tovjns^  as  by  the  side  of  it,  and  wholly  within  the 
town  of  Addison.  There  is  nothing  in  the  case,  therefore,  that 
authorized  the  commissioners  to  lay  the  road  in  Addison  and 
charge  the  town  of  Bridport  with  the  maintenance  of  a  portion  of 
it.  But  the  road  as  laid  is  one  which  could  have  been  located  by 
the  selectmen  of  Addison  alone,  and  over  which  they  alone  have 
jurisdiction. 

The  result  is,  that  there  is  error,  and  that  this  writ  must  issue, 
and  that  the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  in  establishing  that 
highway  be  set  aside. 
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Town  of  Rutland  r.  Abel  Paige,  William  Barnes,  Aaron 

Barnes  and  Reuben  R.  Thrall. 

[In   Chancery.] 

Cross  BiU,     Officer t^  Uahility,     Liability  of  cosureties  on  a  Con- 
stable's Bond. 

If  the  signers  of  a  constable's  bond,  at  the  time  of  signing,  neglect  to  affix  their 
»eal9  to  the  same,  and  admit  that  it  was  their  intention  to  have  affixed  their  seals 
to  the  bond  at  the  time  of  signing,  the  court  of  chancery  vnH  decree  that  the 
bond  shall  be  treated  as  if  sealed. 

A  cross  bill  can  be  sustained  only  on  matters  growing  out  of  the  original  bill. 
Skmm  V.  Wright,  14  Vt.  208. 

If  A.,  B.  and  C,  as  cosureties,  execute  an  official  bond  with  D.,  as  constable  of  a 
town,  neither  of  the  cosureties  can  sustain  an  action  against  the  town  for  any 
default  of  duty  on  the  part  of  D.  as  constable,  to  himself;  nor  can  one  of  the 
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cosureties  sustain  a  bill  in  chancery  against  the  other  t%vo  cosureties,  for  contri« 
bution  for  such  default  of  D. 

There  is  no  privity  whatever  between  the  creditor  and  the  sureties  upon  a  consta- 
ble's bond. 

An  officer  is  not  bound  to  regard  the  equities  subsisting  among  the  debtors,  in  an 
execution,  nor  can  he  be  subjected  to  a  suit  Ih  favor  of  a  co-obligor  or  surety,  for 
any  default  in  enforcing  an  execution  against  the  principal  debtor. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  court  of  chancery 
dismissed  the  cross  bill,  from  which  decree  Thrall,  the  orator  in 
the  cross  bill,  appealed,  he  being  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  orig- 
inal bill. 

The  defendants  to  the  cross  bill  took  the  testimony  of  Abel 
Paige,  one  of  the  defendants  to  the  original  bill,  which  was  brought 
to  compel  the  defendants  to  treat  the  bond  as  if  their  seals  had 
been  affixed  at  the  time  of  signing,  which  by  mistake  they  neg- 
lected to  do.  The  testimony  of  the  said  Paige,  the  orator,  in  the 
cross  bill,  moved  the  court  to  suppress,  on  the  ground  that  said 
Paige  is  directly  interested. 

The  facts  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Reuben  R.  Thrall  per  se. 
Siias  JL  Hodges  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  The  object  of  this  bill  is  to  require  the  defend- 
ants, who  executed  an  official  bond  for  the  first  defendant,  as  con- 
stable of  the  town  of  Rutland,  except  sealing,  to  treat  the  bond 
as  sealed  at  the  time  of  signing.  The  defendants  in  their  answers 
all  admit,  that  it  was  their  intention  to  have  sealed  the  bond  at 
the  time  of  signing.  This  will  entitle  the  orators  to  the  decree 
they  ask  unless  some  defense  is  made  out,  by  way  of  the  cross 
bill. 

The  cross  bill  is  brought  by  Thrall,  one  of  the  sureties,  upon 
the  ground  that  he  having  claims  against  the  town,  which  if  seals 
are  regarded  as  affixed  to  the  bond,  he  would  be  estopped  from 
prosecuting  against  the  town,  and  by  consequence  from  compelling 
contribution  from  the  other  sureties,  that  contribution  should  be 
decreed,  as  the  condition  of  perfecting  the  bond. 
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The  case  went  through  all  the  stages  of  answer,  traverse  and 
testimony,  in  the  court  of  chancery.  And  without  taking  time  to 
state  the  character  of  Mr.  Thrall's  claim  for  the  default  of  Paige, 
as  constable,  which  is  at  the  most  a  payment  made,  as  surety  for 
Hooker's,*  by  reason  of  Paige's  failure  to  collect  the  execution, 
as  against  the  principals,  w&  pass  at  once  to  the  claim  for  contri- 
bution, as  against  the  Barnes,  the  cosureties  upon  the  bond. 

This  does  not  seem  to  be  a  claim  in  which  the  plaintiffs  have 
any  concern  whatever.  It  is  no  offset,  defense  or  qualification  to 
the  claim  set  up  in  this  bill ;  nor  does  it  seem  to  us  that  it  is  any 
equity,  as  between  the  cosureties  of  Paige,  which  it  is  essential  to 
have  objected, ,  before  or  as  a  condition  of  perfecting  the  bond. 
We  are  therefore  altogether  at  a  loss  to  see  why  this  is  any  more 
the  proper  ground  of  bringing  a  cross  bill  against  this  plaintiff 
than  any  other  independent  equity  subsisting  among  the  cosure- 
ties. 

For  if  this  is  any  ground  of  equitable  interference  whatever, 
it  is  not  dependent  upon  the  mere  accident,  that  the  bond  hap- 
pened not  to  have  the  seals  attached  at  the  time  it  was  signed. 
That  was  agreed  to  be  done,  at  that  time,  and  comes  fairly  within 
the  rule,  that,  in  equity,  what  is  agreed  to  be  done  must  be  re- 
garded as  done.  And  if  so,  it  must  be  without  annexing  new  con- 
ditions not  stipulated  at  the  time,  at  least  so  far  as  the  plaintiffs 
are  concerned. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  subject  matter  of  this  cross  bill 
has  no  such  connection  with  the  principal  suit,  that  the  plaintiffs 
should  be  compelled  to  await  its  determination.  And  the  same 
might  properly  have  been  dismissed  upon  demurrer  or  motion  to 
that  effect,  without  having  gone  into  proof  in  the  court  of  chan- 
cery. But  no  such  motion  being  interposed,  the  case  in  discre- 
tion might  no  doubt  with  perfect  propriety,  have  been  retained, 
as  it  was,  in  the  court  below. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  Eq.  PI.  §  389,  defines  cross  bills,  "A  bill 
of  this  kind  is  usually  brought,  either  to  obtain  a  necessary  dis- 
covery of  facts,  in  aid  of  the  defense  of  the  original  bill,  or  to  ob- 
tain full  relief  to  all  parties,  touching  the  matters  of  the  original 
bilL"     Now  this  is  neither.     It  is  not  an  equity  growing  out  of 

♦  The  case,  Bank  of  Rtitlnnd  v.  ThraU,  6  Vt  237,  shows  fully  the  ground  or 
nature  of  the  orator's  claim  nicainfrt  thn  tni^tr. 
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the  claim  set  up  in  the  original  bill,  any  more  than  a  general  de- 
cree of  contribution  among  the  cosureties  would  be,  not  only  as  to 
the  claims  of  these  defendants  against  the  town  for  the  default  of 
the  constable,  but  of  all  other  creditors  who  should  compel  the 
town  to  pay  and  thus  incidentally  subject  these  defendants,  and 
all  through  the  perfecting  of  this  bond.  But  no  man  will  contend, 
that  a  general  decree  of  contribution  among  these  cosureties,  is 
the  proper  basis  of  a  cross  bill,  in  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  it 
would  be  premature,  until  after  a  rec9very  against  the  town,  and 
a  recovery  by  the  town  against  the  signers  of  the  bond,  and  an 
actual  payment  by  the  sureties.  For  until  that  event,  there  is  no 
fixed  cause  of  action  in  the  cosurety.  It  is  true  that  a  surety 
may  sometimes  bring  a  bill  against  his  principal,  quia  ttmetj  to 
compel  him  to  make  payment,  or  submit  his  own  property  to  levy 
upon  execution,  in  order  to  save  the  sureties  the  necessity  of  rais- 
ing the  money,  if  the  amount  is  such  as  to  cause  risk  to  them. 
Because  it  is  the  stipulation  of  the  principal,  that  he  will  pay  the 
whole  debt  and  save  the  party  absolutely  harmless.  But  the  co- 
surety only  stipulates  for  contribution  towards  the  pajment  of 
such  sums  as  the  other  sureties  shall  be  compelled  to  pay  to  the 
creditor.  If  this  were  such  a  case  in  principle,  that  would  only 
be  a  ground  for  bringing  an  original  bill,  not  a  cross  biU,  which  it 
is  said,  in  3  Daniels  Ch.  Practice  1742,  is  treated  as  a  mere  aux- 
iliary suit,  or  as  a  dependency  upon  the  original  suit,  and  can  be 
sustained  only  on  matters  growing  out  of  the  original  bill. 

Now  this  claim,  set  up  in  the  cross  bill,  which  looks  a  good  deal 
beyond  the  contract  of  the  parties,  as  it  seems  to  us,  is  nothing 
"growing  out  of  the  original  bill."  It  is  nothing  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  have  any  concern,  any  way.  The  defendants  agreed  to 
give  the  plaintiffs  a  bond  to  save  them  harmless  from  any  default 
of  Paige,  as  constable.  This  they  partly  executed  and  admit  they 
intended  to  execute  with  all  legal  formalities,  but  one  of  the  de- 
fendants now  says  he  has  a  claim  against  the  town  for  the  default 
of  Paige,  w^hich  accrued  indeed  since  the  bond  was  to  have  been 
perfected,  and  which  claim  the  town  have  never  recognized,  and 
if  he  had  sealed  the  bond,  as  he  agreed  at  the  time  to  do,  the  town 
could  never  have  been  compelled  to  pay,  and  still  he  persists  in 
having  this  kind  of  inchoate  claim  adjusted,  as  a  preliminary  to 
performing  his  contract  with  tie  town,  and  which  if  he  had  per- 
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formed,  as  he  agreed  to  do,  would  forever  have  formed  a  perfect 
defense  to  his  claim  against  them.  This,  it  seems  to  us,  is  no 
proper  subject  for  a  cross  bill.  The  same  was  held  by  this  court 
in  Skuon  v.  Wright,  14  Vt.  R.  208. 

But  as  the  case  has  been  discussed  upon  the  merits,  it  may  be 
desirable  that  some  intimation  should  be  given  how  the  case 
stands  upon  the  bill,  as  an  original  bill.  And  we  have  been  una- 
ble to  see  how  the  defendant  Thrall  can  make  out  a  case  for  con- 
tribution agunst  his  cosureties.  We  think  they  may  stand  upon 
the  very  terms  of  this  contract,  i.  e,  to  save  the  town  harmless,  by 
reason  of  any  default  of  Paige.  This  is  done  by  way  of  estoppel, 
80  far  as  defaults  of  Paige  towards  his  sureties  are  concerned. 
But  it  is  none  the  less  a  performance  of  this  bond,  and  it  is  no 
fraud  or  surprise,  upon  any  one,  for  it  appears  upon  the  face  of 
the  bond  itself,  as  much  as  if  it  had  contained  an  express  stipula- 
tion that  none  of  the  sureties  should  ever  sue  the  town  for  any 
default  of  Paige.  So  that  although  Paige  is  liable  to  Thrall  on 
the  bond  for  default  of  duty,  the  town  are  not  liable  over, /or  such 
defauUy  and  the  sureties  of  course  not  bound  to  indemnify  such 
default^  to  the  creditor,  as  their  contract  is  with  the  town.  It  is 
obvious  then  to  us,  that  this  is  castLs  omissus  in  the  contract,  and 
not  only  so,  but  expressly  excluded  from  tl:e  operation  of  the  con- 
tract, and  which  the  parties  must  have  undei-stood  at  the  time,  or 
were  bound  to  know,  as  every  man  is  bound  to  know  the  law. 
In  order,  then,  to  decree  contribution  for  this  default  of  Paige 
against  Barnes,, we  must  in  the  first  place  subject  them  to  a  con- 
tract which  they  never  made,  and  secondly,  we  must  judge  them 
by  a  rule  of  law  unknown  to  the  books.  They  must  be  supposed 
to  liave  stipulated  to  be  liable  to  the  town  for  default  of  the  con- 
stable, for  which  the  town  could  not  b(i  made  liable,  and  then  we 
mast  allow  the  creditor  to  go  directly  against  the  sureties,  in  the 
constable's  bond  to  the  town,  when  heretofore  it  has  been  con- 
ceded, that  no  privity  whatever  existed  between  the  creditor  and 
the  sureties  upon  a  constable's  bond.  We  think  it  must  be  suffix 
ciently  obvious  to  all,  that  no  such  extraordinary  prerogative  of 
power  could  properly  be  exercised  by  a  court  of  chancery. 

There  are,  we  think,  other  formidable  difficulties  in  the  way  of; 
the  plaintiff's  recovery  against  the  town,  aside  from  the  estoppel. 
The  default  alledged  in  one  of  the  declarations  against  Paige  isc 
XXIV.  13 
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not  accounting  for  the  money  received  upon  the  execution  against 
the  principal,  growing  out  of  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  prin- 
cipal. Now  this  fact,  if  it  existed,  would  have  been  a  perfect  de- 
fense for  Thrall,  when  sued  by  the  creditor,  or  if  judgment  had 
been  rendered  against  him,  at  the  same  time  with  the  principal, 
and  the  execution  h^d  been  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  sold,  and  the  money  realized,  and  the  creditor  then 
proposed  to  collect  it  again  of  the  surety,  a  court  of  equity  would 
grant  a  perpetual  injunction. 

In  the  other  case  the  default  alledged  against  Paige  is  not  "col- 
lecting and  returning  the  execution."  This  would  no  doubt  give 
the  creditor  a  cause  of  action  against  the  officer.  But,  if  instead 
of  pursuing  it,  he  saw  fit  to  collect  the  debt  of  the  surety,  we  do 
not  understand  that  the  surety  could  either  pursue  the  officer  for 
this  default,  in  the  name  of  the  creditor  or  in  his  own  name.  He 
could  not  pursue  it  in  the  creditors  name,  because  the  payment  of 
the  debt  by  the  surety,  is  the  same  as  payment  by  the  principal, 
and  extinguishes  all  collateral  remedies  in  the  name  of  the  cred- 
itor. 

He  could  not  pursue  it  in  his  own  name,  because  there  was  no 
«uch  privity  between  him  and  the  officer  as  will  render  the  officer 
liable  to  him.  Officers  are  liable  to  the  creditors  and  debtors 
alone,  for  whom  and  against  whom  they  collect  debts,  or  attempt 
to  collect  them.  I£  they  were  liable  to  every  one  in  the  most  re- 
mote degree  affected  by  their  acts,  there  would  be  no  end  to  suits. 
All  the  creditors  of  the  creditor,  and  of  the  debtor  too,  might  sue 
separately* 

It  was  decided  by  this  court,  in  this  county,  within  the  laet  two 
years,  that  officers  were  not  bound  to  regard  the  equities  subsist- 
ing among  the  debtors,  in  an  execution.  If  so,  he  ought  not  sure- 
ly to  be  subjected  to  a  suit,  in  favor  of  a  co-obligor  or  surety,  for 
any  default  in  enforcing  an  execution  against  the  principal  debtor. 

We  entertain  no  doubt  whatever  that  Paige  must  be  regarded 
as  an  interested  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  his  sureties, 
until  he  is  released  by  the  other  defendant.  He  is  in  fact  more 
in  interest  than  any  other  defendant,  the  defense  being  confessedly 
for  his  benefit. 

The  cross  bill  was  properly  dismissed  in  this  case,  and  the  de- 
cree of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed. 
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RuFus  Goss  V.  Asa  E.  Whitney. 

Promissory  note  made  on  Sunday,      What  constitutes  a  delivery. 

A  promissory  note  made  on  Sunday,  but  not  delivered  until  some  other  day  is 
Talid. 

What  constitutes  a  delivery. 

This  was  an  action  of 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  given  to  Franklin  B.  Goss,  or 
bearer,  and  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  the  note,  as  bearer. 

It  appeared  on  the  trial,  that  one  Benjamin  N.  Whitney  was 
indebted  to  the  said  Franklin  B.  Gross,  for  some  sheep,  and  that 
on  the  day  before  that,  on  which  the  note  is  dated,  the  said  Goss 
and  Whitney  were  together,  and  had  some  negotiation  about  said 
Whitney's  indebtedness  to  Goss,  but  nothing  was  concluded ;  that 
on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  note,  which  was  upon  the  Sabbath 
day,  the  said  Goss  was  at  the  house  of  Sylvester  Segar,  and  Whit- 
ney came  there,  and  some  conversation  was  had  about  said  indebt- 
edness, and  Whitney  wanted  Goss  to  take  a  horse  for  the  debt^ 
which  Gross  declined  to  take.  Goss  then  asked  Whitney  if  he 
would  do  as  he  had  agreed,  and  Whitney  replied  that  he  would. 
Thereupon  Gross  asked  for  pen,  ink  and  paper,  and  wrote  the  note 
^ven  in  evidence,  and  told  said  Whitney  to  get  the  note  signed  by 
the  defendant,  (who  was  not  present,  but  about  three  miles  from 
Segar's,)  and  leave  it,  on  tlie  same  day,  at  the  house  of  Towle, 
where  he,  Goss,  could  get  the  note,  as  he,  the  said  Goss  expected 
to  go  by  Towle's  house  that  evening.  It  further  appeared,  that 
said  Whitney  took  the  note  and  on  the  same  day  carried  it  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  defendant  signed  the  note  and  delivered  it  to 
the  said  Benjamin  N.  Whitney,  who  carried  the  note  on  the  same 
day  to  the  said  Towle,  and  delivered  it  to  Towle,  and  directed 
Towle  to  deliver  the  note  to  Goss,  provided  Goss  left  with  him  a 
discharge  of  said  Gross's  claim  against  hkn,  the  said  Whitney.  It 
farther  appeared,  that  Goss  called  upon  Towle  the  next  Monday 
or  Tuesday  after  the  date  of  the  note,  and  delivered  Towle  a  dis- 
charge of  his  claim  against  Whitney,  and  took  the  note.  It  fur- 
ther appeared,  that  Towle  afterwards  delivered  to  Benjamin  N. 
Whitney  the  discharge  executed  by  Goss. 
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Upon  the  foregoing  facts,  the  county  court  decided  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant ;  to  which  decision  of  the  county  court  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

Briggs  S^  Conant  for  plaintiff. 

Parker  Sf  Nicholson  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Bedpield,  J,  It  is  settled  by  the  case,  Lovejoy  v.  Whipple, 
18  Vt.  R.  379,  that  a  promissory  note  written  and  signed  on  Sun- 
day, will  not  on  that  account  be  void,  if  not  delivered  until  some 
other  day.  It  is  therefore  not  necessary  farther  to  discuss  that 
question. 

The  only  inquiry  into  the  present  case  then,  is  whether  this  note 
was  delivered  upon  Sunday.  We  cannot  regard  Benjamin  N. 
Whitney  as  the  agent  of  Franklin  B.  Gross,  in  procuring  the  de- 
fendant to  sign  the  note,  or  in  receiving  it  and  carrying  it  to  Towle. 
In  all  this  he  must  be  regarded  as  a  principal,  acting  solely  upon 
his  own  responsibility.  The  note  was  intrusted  to  him,  by  the  de- 
fendant, to  do  with  it  precisely  as  he  chose.  It  would  not  there- 
fore, become  a  binding  contract  upon  the  defendant,  until  delivered 
by  the  principal,  Benjamin  N.  Whitney.  And  his  delivery  of  the 
note  must  be  regarded  precisely  in  the  same  light  as  if  the  note 
were  signed  by  himself,  either  alone,  or  jointly  with  the  defendant. 
He  might  deliver  it  absolutely  to  Towle,  to  take  effect  presently 
as  a  promissory  note,  and  in  that  case,  it  would  no  doubt  have 
been  regarded  as  having  been  delivered  to  Franklin  B.  Goss  upon 
Sunday.  But  he  might  also  annex  conditions  to  the  delivery,  and 
make  Towle  his  agent  to  see  that  these  conditions  are  complied 
with,  and  in  that  case,  the  delivery  would  not  become  complete, 
until  these  conditions  were  fully  complied  with.  That  was  the 
case  here.  And  the  note  was  not  to  go  into  the  control  of  Frank- 
lin B.  Goss,  until  he  delivered  a  discharge  of  his  claim  against 
Whitney.  This  Avas  the  only  condition,  and  the  sole  consideration 
upon  which  the  note  was  to  take  effect  Thus  it  will  appear  very 
obvious,  that  neither  the  consideration  of  the  note,  nor  the  title  of 
the  note  passed,  until  Monday  or  Tuesday  after  the  Sunday  upon 
which  the  note  was  written  and  signed.     This  alone  would  con- 
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stitute  the  delivery  of  the  note  as  a  binding  contract.  The  note, 
therefore,  could  not  be  regarded  as  a  contract  fully  executed  upon 
Sunday,  and  is  not  therefore  void,  by  reason  of  any  provision  of 
law  upon  that  subject 

It  will  doubtless  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  restriction  which 
Benjamin  N.  Whitney  put  upon  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  Frank- 
lin B.  Goss,  was  under  the  circumstances,  a  very  important  one. 
Ordiniarily  the  delivery  of  a  note,  to  be  received  in  payment  of  a 
pre-existing  debt,  would  operate  ipso  facto  to  discharge  the  debt ; 
but  in  the  present  case,  if  delivered  upon  Sunday,  it  would  not 
have  that  effect,  so  that  the  formal  discharge  of  the  debt,  upon 
some  other  day,  formed  a  very  important  consideration  of  the 
note,  and  shows  very  clearly  that  the  note  to  effect  the  purpose  of 
the  parties,  either  as  to  the  note,  or  the  pre-existing  debt,  must  be 
regarded  as  taking  effect  at  the  time  the  discharge  of  the  debt  was 
exchanged  for  the  note,  with  Towle,  according  to  the  direction  of 
Benjamin  N.  Whitney,  Towle  acting  as  the  mutual  agent  of  both 
parties. 


Trustees  of  Troy  Conference  Academy  v.   Nehemiah 

Nelson. 

Suhicription-paper.     Liahility  of  subscribers.     Consideration. 

N.  with  other  persons,  signed  ft  subscription-paper,  thereby  promising  to  pay  to 
the  inutees  of  Troy  Conference  Academy,  or  to  their  order,  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  pay  the  debts  of  said  Academy ; 
one>half  by  the  first  of  June,  1844,  the  remaining  half  in  one  year  thereafter,  pro- 
Tided  that  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  is  subscribed  by  the  first  of  Jan- 
nary,  1844 ;  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  was  subscribed  by  the  first  of 
January,  1844,  and  N.  paid  one  half  of  his  subscription  and  then  gave  notice  that 
he  should  not  pay  the  remaining  half.  In  an  action  brought  ngainst  N.,  after  the 
expiration  of  the  said  year,  to  recover  the  remaining  half  of  his  subscription,  it 
was  held,  that  the  obligation  imposed  upon  and  assumed  by  the  trustees  of  the 
Academy  to  see  to,  and  make  the  application  of  this  money,  as  directed  by  the 
snbscriben  to  this  ftmd,  so  consummated  the  contract,  that  N.  could  not  avoid 
payment  on  Uie  ground  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  promise ;  and 
that  whether  the  relation  each  subscriber  bears  to  the  other,  or  to  the  institution 
Itself  is  considered,  N.  is  estopped  from  denying  the  obligation  of  his  contract. 
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The  amoant  of  the  consideration  is  unimportant,  and  it  is  not  necessary  in  this 
State,  that  it  should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  contract  or  agreement,  as  it 
may  be  proved  by  testimony  aliunde. 

Assumpsit.  The  suit  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  upon  appeal.  Plea,  general 
issue,  and  trial  by  the  court,  September  term,  1851,  of  the  county 
court, —  PiERPOiNT,  J.,  presiding. 

On  trial,  the  plaintiffs  gave  in  evidence  a  subscription  paper,  in 
these  Words :  ^'  We  the  subscribers  agree  to  pay  the  sums  hereunto 
"  by  us  subscribed,  to  the  trustees  of  the  Troy  Conference  Acade- 
"  my  or  their  order,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  pay  the 
^  debts  of  said  Academy,  as  follows,  viz :  one-half  by  the  first  of 
^  June,  1844,  and  the  remaining  half  in  one  year  thereailer,  pro- 
^  vided  that  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  is  subscribed  by 
^  the  first  of  January,  1844,  and  we  agree  to  give  our  notes  to  the 
*^  said  trustees  for  the  amount  of  our  subscriptions,  payable  as 
^  above,  on  interest  from  the  time  when  the  subscription  is  filled. 
"  Interest  to  be  due  annually." 

"  West  Poultney,  June  9th,  1843." 

The  plaintiffs  also  introduced  evidence,  showing  a  compliance 
on  their  part,  with  the  terms  and  conditions  expressed  in  said  pa- 
per, and  that  more  than  twenty  thousand  dollars  was  thereto  sub- 
scribed prior  to  the  first  day  of  January,  1844.  The  defendant 
subscribed  said  paper  for  one  hundred  dollars,  and  in  the  summer 
of  the  year  1844,  paid  to  the  plaintiff  one-half  the  amount  thereof, 
but  at  that  time  denied  his  liability,  and  said  he  would  not  pay  any 
more,  and  after  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  time,  when 
said  subscriptions  were  filled  up,  refused,  on  request  made  to  him 
for  the  purpose  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  pay  the  balance  of  his  said 
subscription,  or  to  give  his  note  therefor.  It  was  also  shown,  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  deeply  involved  in  debt,  which  rendered  said 
subscription  necessary  to  enable  them  to  make  payment,  and  that 
they  incurred  large  expenses,  and  made  disbursements  in  obtain- 
ing said  subscriptions. 

The  court  decided  that  there  was  no  sufficient  consideration 
shown  for  said  subscriptions,  and  upon  that  ground  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant  for  his  costs.     Exceptions  by  plaintiffs. 

■ 

Edgerton  Sf  Allen  for  plaintiffs. 
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1.  The  subscription  of  the  defendant  is  the  ordinary  case  of  one 
made  on  a  condition,  to  be  complied  with  by  the  party  in  whose 
favor  the  subscription  is  made,  and  such  subscription  becomes 
binding  when  the  condition  is  complied  with.  WrrCi,  College  v. 
JDanfarth,  12  Pick.  541.     Amherst  Acad.  v.  Cowls,  6  Pick.  427. 

2.  The  defendant,  by  signing  the  subscription  paper,  impliedly 
requested  the  plaintiffs  to  obtain  like  subscriptions  to  the  amount 
of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and  when  plaintiffs  had  obtained  that 
amount,  and  in  so  doing  incurred  expense,  the  promise  of  the  de- 
fendant became  binding  upon  him,  and  cannot  be  avoided  upon 
the  ground  of  want  of  consideration.  Underhitt  v.  Gibson,  2  N. 
Hamp.  352.  Hames  v.  Dana,  12  Mass.  190.  Bryant  v.  Good' 
now,  5  Pick.  228.  Farmington  Acad,  v.  AUen,  14  Mass.  172. 
State  Treas.  v.  Cross,  9  Vt.  289.  Stewart  v.  Trustees  Hamilton 
CoH,  2  Denio  403.      University  of  Vt.  v.  Buell,  2  Vt.  48. 

3.  In  this  case  a  number  of  persons  promise  to  contribute  to  a 
common  object  which  they  wish  to  accomplish,  and  the  promise  of 
each  is  a  good  consideration  for  the  promise  of  the  others.  Chit, 
on  Cont.  page  4G,  note  1.  Stewart  v.  Trustees  Hamilton  Coll.,  2 
Denio  '403,  opinion  of  Walworth  Chancellor.  Gilchrist  Dig.  p- 
71,  Sec  5. 

J.  W.  Thompson  for  defendant. 

1.  The  decision  of  the  court  was  correct.  1.  Because  it  does 
not  appear  the  defendant  was  interested  in  the  debt  or  the  pay- 
ment thereof,  or  that  he  was  to  receive  anything  for  subscribing. 
2.  Neither  does  it  appear  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  raise  $20,000 
by  the  day,  or  that  they  agreed  to  try.  3.  Neither  does  it  appear 
plaintiffs  incurred  any  expense  in  coi^sequence  of  defendant's  sub- 
scription. In  all  cases  where  subscribers  to  stocks  have  been  held 
upon  adjudication,  to  he  hound,  the  ground  has  been  the  stocks  or 
shares  which  the  subscribers  were  to  receive,  furnished  a  consid- 
eration. In  this  case,  it  appears  the  subscription  was  to  raise 
funds  to  pay  a  debt  previously  incurred  by  the  donees,  which  if 
cmy  was  apast  consideration.  11  Mass.  113.  14  Mass.  172.  2 
Pick.  579.  6  Pick.  427.  7  J.  R.  26.  21  Wend.  139.  2  Denio 
403.     1  Compstock  581. 

2.  The  payment  of  part  of  subscription  is  not  sufficient  to  ren- 
der same  valid,  neither  should  it  be  allowed  to  operate  as  an  estop^ 
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pel  in  pats.     Because  this  was  done  under  a  protestation  he  was 
not  liable. 

3.  The  subscription  was  only  a  promise  to  make  a  gift  at  a  fu- 
ture day,  which  is  void. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
subscription  made  by  the  defendant  to  enable  the  Troy  Academy 
to  pay  off  its  debts.  The  existence  of  the  plaintiffs  as  a  corpora- 
tion, as  set  forth  in  their  declaration  is  not  disputed,  and  no  sug- 
gestions are  made  by  the  defendant  that  his  subscription  was  ob- 
tained by>  unjust  or  improper  means,  or  that  the  trustees  of  that 
Institution  do  not  design  in  good  faith,  to  appropriate  the  money 
to  the  purposes  and  objects  for  which  it  was  given. 

The  only  matter  of  defense  to  which  our  attention  has  been  di- 
rected, is  the  want  of  a  legal  consideration  to  sustain  the  promise. 
It  is  stated  in  the  case,  that  this  Institution  was  deeply  in  debt. 
That  a  necessity  existed  for  raising  the  sum  of  $20,000  from 
among  its  patrons  and  friends  in  order  to  protect  and  preserve  the 
property  for  the  purposes  and  objects  for  which  it  was  established. 
And  that  for  the  purpose  of  raising  that  amount,  this  subscription 
paper  was  circulated,  and  those  measures  adopted  by  the  trustees 
of  that  Institution,  which  were  deemed  necessary  and  important 
for  the  attainment  of  that  object.  As  the  result  of  their  exertions, 
we  find  that  the  whole  sum  was  raised  that  was  necessary  by  the 
terms  of  the  instrument  to  render  it  binding  on  the  various  sub- 
scribers. It  is  obvious,  that  in  raising  that  amount^  there  was, 
among  the  various  subscribers  to  that  fund,  a  community  of  interest 
and  feeling,  that  the  Institution  should  be  enabled  to  prosecute  the 
purpose  of  general  instruction  for  which  it  wj^s  incorporated.  That 
the  subscription  of  one  for  that  object,  induced  and  influenced  the 
exertion  and  subscription  of  others,  is  evident  from  the  considera- 
tion that  no  obligation  of  payment  was  intended  to  have  been  cre- 
ated thereby,  unless  the  whole  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  was 
raised  by  the  1st  of  January,  1844.  When  the  defendant,  there- 
fore placed  his  name  to  that  subscription,  with  the  sum  he  appro- 
priated to  that  object,  he  contracted  a  two-fold  relation,  firsts  to 
the  Institution  itself,  and  in  the  second  place  to  those  with  whom 
be  had  subscribed  for  that  object:    In  his  relation  to  the  Institu- 
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lion,  it  was  an  expression  of  his  desire  that  the  object  should  be 
accomplished,  and  if  not  expressed  in  form,  it  was  equivalent  to 
an  express  request,  arising  from  the  very  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion, that  such  exertions  should  be  made  and  continued  bj  the 
trustees,  as  were  necessary  for  its  final  accomplishment,  and  justi- 
fied those  expenses  and  disbursements  on  their  part,  which  were 
made,  and  were  necessary  to  insure  their  final  success.  And  in 
relation  to  other  subscribers,  the  common  object  they  had  in  view 
was  to  raise  that  full  amount  to  relieve  the  Institution  from  its 
embarrassment  and  debts.  For  this  reason  an  express  provision 
was  made  that  no  obligation  of  payment  should  arise,  unless  that 
fbU  amount  was  raised  by  a  given  time.  This  gave  to  each  sub- 
scriber, an  interest  in  the  subscription  of  the  other.  If  any  were 
inoperative  it  affected  the  entire  subscription,  for  to  that  extent 
their  common  object  had  failed.  If  any  have  paid  theii:  subscrip- 
tion, it  will  be  a  manifest  fraud  upon  them,  if  other  subscribers  are 
permit^  to  avoid  payment  of  theirs,  for  such  payment  has  been 
made  for  an  object  that  has  failed,  and  which  would  have  been 
avoided  if  they  had  complied  with  their  promise  and  subscription, 
and  the  Institution  is  lefl  under  the  same  embarrassment  and  debts 
that  existed  before  such  payments  were  made.  Whether  we  con- 
sider, therefore,  the  relation  which  each  subscriber  bears  to  the 
others,  or  to  the  Institution  itself,  we  think  that  the  defendant 
should  be  estopped  from  making  such  defense,  or  deny  in;;  the  obli- 
gation of  his  contract,  for  it  operates  alike  fraudulently  u[)un  each. 
If  the  trustees  of  that  Institution  could  have  anticiputed  such  a 
defense,  surely  they  would  not  have  been  to  that  labor,  expense 
and  disbursement  to  which  they  were  subjected,  in  order  to  obtain 
the  subscriptions.  Nor  would  the  co^ubscribers  have  taken  their 
respective  obligations  upon  themselves,  only  in  a  reliance  upon  the 
good  'faith  of  the  several  subscriptions,  and  that  thereby  that 
amount  would  be  paid,  and  the  Institution  be  relieved  from  its  em- 
barrassment. We  can  hardly  conceive  of  a  case  where  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  has  a  more  just  and  equitable  application.  For 
it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  such  estoppel  "  that  a  party  shall  not 
**  be  permitted  to  contradict  an  act  which  operates  as  a  fraud  on 
^  his  part,  or  as  an  injury  to  others,  whose  conduct  has  been  in- 
**  fluenced  thereby."  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  561,  and  cases  there  ci- 
ted.    Nor  was  it  ever  de8igned,*in  saying  that  a  party  may  avoid 
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an  improvident  contract  by  showing  that  no  consideration  existed 

therefor,  that  that  principle  should  ever  become  an  instrument  in 
the  hands  of  one,  for  the  commission  of  fraud  upon  others. 

But  a  sufficient  consideration  we  think,  is  readily  found  in  the 
case.  A  legal  consideration  may  consist  in  loss,  damage  or  incon- 
venience, sustained  by  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  is  made,  or 
of  benefit  or  advantage  to  the  party  promising.  The  amount  of 
the  consideration  is  unimportant,  nor  is  it  necessary,  in  this  State, 
that  it  should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  contract  or  agreement, 
as  it  may  be  proved  by  testimony  aliunde.  The  consideration  for 
this  agreement  is  found  in  the  obligation  imposed  upon,  and  as- 
sumed by  the  Trustees  of  this  Academy  to  see  to,  and  make  the 
application  of  this  money  as  directed  by  the  subscribers  to  this 
fund,  so  as  to  enable  this  Institution  to  prosecute  its  duties  of  pub- 
lic instruction,  for  which  it  was  incorporated,  thus  rendering  this 
assumed  liability  and  promise,  the  consideration  of  the  promise  of 
the  other.  To  create  this  obligation  upon  this  corporation  or  its 
trustees,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  instrument  should  have 
been  signed  by  them,  for  that  obligation  arises  from  the  accept- 
ance of  those  subscriptions  for  that  purpose,  and  which  can  be  en- 
forced at  law  and  in  equity.  This  was  so  expressly  decided  in 
the  case  ofPaichtn  v.  Swift,  21  Vt.  R.  292.  The  court  there  say 
"  that  the  accepting  and  adopting  a  written  contract  by  a  party, 
"  who  has  not  put  his  name  to  it,  binds  such  party  equally  as  if  he 
"  had  signed  such  contract."  And  this  must  be  considered  as  settled 
in  this  State,  whatever  may  have  been  decided  in  the  case  of 
Hamilton  GoU.  v.  Stewart,  1  Comp.  R.  582.  K  that  obligation  rests 
upon  the  trustees  of  this  Academy,  and  was  created  by  obtaining 
and  accepting  these  subscriptions,  that  it  constitutes  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  sustain  the  promise  of  the  defendant,  is  clearly  sus- 
tained by  the  case  of  Amherst  Academy  v.  Cowls,  6  Pick.  R.  433. 
In  that  case  the  obligation  was  given  for  the  support  of  indigent 
pious  young  men,  and  the  consideration  upon  which  it  rested  was 
the  obligation  of  the  trustees  or  the  corporation  to  make  such  ap- 
plication. And  this  obligation  was  created  not  by  having  signed 
an  agreement  of  that  character,  but  arose,  as  in  this  case,  from 
having  accepted  the  subscription  under  those  provisions.  Upon 
the  objection  being  made,  that  the  agreement  was  without  consid- 
eration, the  court  remark :  ^'  That  it  was  quite  sufficient  to  create 
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^  a  consideration,  thai  the  payee  should  have  assumed  an  obligation 
**in  consequence  of  receiving  the  note  which  he  was  compelled  either 
"  ai  law  or  equity  to  perform,  and  if  by  means  of  his  contribution, 
"or  solemn  promise  to  pay,  the  body  to  whom  he  has  pledged  his 
"  word  should  encounter  expense,  become  under  legal  obligations, 
"  or  otherwise  pursue  the  intent  and  purpose  of  the  legislature  in 
"  granting  them  the  charter,  this  is  a  sufficient  legal  consideration 
**to  support  such  a  promise.  In  this  respect  the  principles  of 
"  common  honesty  cannot  be  at  variance  with  the  law  of  the  land." 
And  upon  a  review  of  the  authorities  upon  this  subject,  the  court 
further  say,  "  That  we  do  not  find  that  it  has  ever  been  decided 
"  that  where  there  are  proper  parties  to  the  contract,  and  the 
^promiser  is  capable  in  law  of  carrying  into  effect  the  purpose  for 
**  which  the  promise  was  made,  and  is  in  fact  amenable  to  law  for 
*^  negligence  or  abuse  of  his  trust,  such  a  contract  is  void  for  want 
"of  consideration."  This  seems  to  be  now  the  settled  doctrine  in 
Massachusetts  upon  subscriptions  of  this  character.  In  Dart- 
motUh  College  v.  Woodard,  4  Cond.  U.  S.  Rep.  547,  Ch.  J.  Mar- 
shall, speaking  of  contributions  and  subscriptions  of  this  charac- 
.ter,  says,  "That  the  consideration  for  which  they  stipulated  is  the 
"perpetual  application  of  the  fund  to  its  object  in  the  mode  pre- 
"  scribed  by  themselves."  And  upon  this  ground  the  case  of  Mc- 
Auiey  V.  Billinger,  20  John.  R.  89,  was  decided.  A  different 
rule  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  Hamilton  College  v.  Stewart,  1 
Comp.  R.  582,  and  yet  the  principles  adopted  in  that  case,  when 
applied  to  the  rules  fully  established  in  this  State,  will  here  sus- 
tain a  recovery  on  such  subscriptions.  The  action  was  on  a  sub- 
scription to  raise  a  fund  for  the  use  of  the  College.  The  first 
count  was  founded  on  mutual  promises,'and  it  was  held  that  no 
recovery  could  be  had  on  that  count,  for  the  reason,  that  the  cor- 
poration had  not  executed  the  agreement  and  had  not  undertaken 
to  appropriate  the  fund  to  the  purposes  designated.  If  they  had 
executed  the  agreement,  or  if  there  had  been  an  undertaking 
which  could  have  been  enforced  to  appropriate  the  fund  as  they 
designated,  the  subscription  would  have  been  binding  and  the  con- 
sideration sufficient  as  founded  on  mutual  promises. 

That  an  obligation  of  that  character  does  rest  upon  this  corpo- 
ration and  its  trustees,  and  that  courts  of  law  and  eqiiity  will  en- 
force that  obligation^  is  sustained  by  the  case  of  Patchin  v.  Sunfi, 
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to  which  we  have  referred.  And  where  that  obligation  exists, 
that  case  is  a  decided  authority,  that  such  subscriptions  are  legally 
binding.  Their  consideration  rests  upon  mutual  promises,  and 
this  view  of  the  subject  was  taken  by  Chancellor  Walworth  in  all 
the  cases  arising  under  the  Hamilton  College  subscriptions. 

The  second  count  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  subscrip- 
tion furnished  evidence  of  a  request  that  the  plsdntiffs  should  per- 
form those  services  necessary  to  secure  the  amount  of  the  fund. 
And  the  court  properly  remark,  "  That  if  that  is  the  true  con- 
'^  struction,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  subscription  money  is 
^'unquestionable."  That  that  is  a  true  construction  of  this  agree- 
ment, and  that  such  a  request  arises  out  of  the  very  nature  of  the 
transaction  we  have  considered.  And  this  view  of  the  subject  is 
taken  by  Ch.  J.  Nelson.  2  Denio  Rep.  403.  In  the  case  of 
PcUchin  V.  Swifts  the  court  remark,  "  That  it  is  well  settled,  that 
"  a  consideration  may  be  inferred  from  the  terms  and  obvious  im- 
'^  port  of  a  written  contract  when  it  is  not  distinctly  alledged  and 
'^  set  forth  in  the  contract  itself  as  a  consideration."  K  this  sub- 
scription had  been  signed  by  the  corporation  and  contained  a  stip- 
ulation on  their  part  to  make  the  application  of  the  fund  as  sub- 
scribed, or  if  it  contained  a  request  by  the  defendant  for  the  plain- 
tiffs to  continue  their  exertions  until  the  fund  was  raised,  no  one 
would  question  the  legality  or  sufficiency  of  its  consideration. 
And  yet,  that  is  the  legal  effect  and  operation  of  the  instrument 
itself.  All  that,  '^  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  terms  and  obvious 
import  of  this  contract" 

These  principles  have  in  various  instances  been  recognized  in 
New  Hampshire,  and  the  promise  of  each  has  been  held  to  be  the 
consideration  for  the  promise  of  the  other.  George  v.  Harris,  4 
N.  Hamp.  R.  533.  Society  in  Troy  v.  Perry y  6  N.  Hamp.  R.  164. 
Chitty  on  Cont  46.  n.  (1.)  The  cases  in  this  State  have  been 
uniform  in  giving  a  legal  obligation  to  such  contracts  or  subscrip- 
tions. In  the  case  of  The  University  of  Vermont  v.  BueU,  2  Vt. 
R.  48,  the  cases  upon  this  subject  were  generally  reviewed,  and 
Ch.  J.  Williams,  in  the  case  of  the  State  Treasurer  v.  Cross  8f 
Day,  9  Vt  R.  293,  speaking  of  the  case  in  the  2d  of  Vt  R.  ob- 
serves, '*  that  from  that  case  it  appears  that  such  contracts  are  not 
"  void  for  want  of  a  consideration."  And  in  both  cases  a  reoov- 
ery  was  had  on  similar  subscriptions.    We  think,  therefore,  the 
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defendant  is  responsible  on  this  subscription,  and  that  a  legal  con- 
sideration exists  to  sustain  it. 
The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  therefore  be  reversed. 


George  and  Charies  Dauchy  r.  Milton  Brown,  Elisha 
Allen,  Sturges  Penfield,  and  Marson  Edgerton. 

[decided  JULY  SPECIAL  TERM,  1852.] 

» 

Pawlet  Manufacturing  Co,    Liability  of  Stockholders. 

The  act  establishing  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing  Company,  was  passed  November 
7, 1S14.  Section  6  of  the  said  act  contains  the  following  provision :  "  That  the 
**  persons  and  property  of  said  corporation  shall  be  holden  to  pay  their  debts, 
"^  and  when  any  execution  shall  issue  against  said  corporation,  the  same  may  be 
"  levied  on  the  persons  or  property  of  any  individual  thereof."  It  was  htU,  that 
tiiis  provision  imposed  upon  the  corporation  a  primary  liability,  and  upon  the 
stockholders  a  liability  subordinate  to  and  depending  upon  the  liability  of  the 
corporation,  and  is  a  liability  carved  out  and  existing  by  the  statute,  and  can 
hsTe  no  existence  independent  of  its  provisions. 

It  wms  also  AeW,  that  when  a  statute  thus  creates  a  liability  and  provides  a  reme- 
dy, the  creditor  is  as  much  bound  to  resort  to  the  act  for  the  remedy  given,  as 
for  the  liability  imposed  for  his  security ;  and  that  in  no  case  under  such  circtim- 
stances  can  the  remedy  be  considered  cumulative. 

And  it  was  fm-ther  held,  that  when  the  statute  provides  that  an  execution  issued 
a^inst  the  corporation  may  be  levied  on  any  individual  thereof;  it  implies  a 
positive  requirement,  that  such  proceedings  shall  be  had  against  the  corporation 
ap<m  which  execution  can  issue,  as  a  preliminary  step,  before  proceedings  can 
be  had  against  the  stockholders,  for  the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  must 
exist  before  the  liabilitv  of  the  stockholders  can  arise:  and  that  indebtedness  can 
only  be  tried  in  a  suit  against  the  corporation  in  such  a  way,  that  those  upon 
whom  the  execution  may  be  levied  shall  be  thereby  concluded. 

If  m  stockholder  of  such  a  corporation  fraudulently  dispose  of  his  stock  to  avoid  his 
liability,  such  transfer  as  against  creditors  will  be  absolutely  void. 

Such  a  corporation  may  connect  the  business  of  a  store  with  the  ordinary  business 
of  the  corporation,  and  if  the  business  is  transacted  in  the  name  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  for  corporate  benefit,  and  u  creditor  transacts  business  with  them  in 
that  capacity  and  trusts  the  corporation  for  goods,  he  must  enforce  his  claim 
against  the  corporation  before  the  stockholders  can  be  made  liable,  and  cannot 
tnstain  on  action  againat  the  stockholders  uidividually. 
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Debt.  The  declaration  contains  several  counts ;  the  four  first, 
state  an  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  Pawlet  Manufactur- 
ing Company,  and  that  by  a  provision  in  their  charter  the  defend- 
ants are  liable  as  stockholders,  in  their  private  and  individual  ca- 
pacity. The  remaining  counts  are  on  account  stated,  for  goods 
and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered,  for  money  had  and  received, 
paid,  laid  out  and  expended,  under  which  plaintiffs  seek  to  re- 
cover for  same  matters  upon  a  common  law  liability,  independent 
of  any  provision  in  the  charter  of  the  corporation. 

This  action  came  on  to  be  tried,  April  term  of  the  county  court, 
1851.  Plea,  the  general  issue  and  trial  by  jury, —  Bennett,  J., 
presiding. 

On  trial,  it  was  admitted  that  the  goods  specified  in  the  plain- 
tiffs* bill  of  particulars,  produced  on  the  trial,  were  purchased  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  city  of  Troy,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  at 
the  dates  specified  therein,  which  was  between  the  24th  day  of 
November,  1849,  and  the  10th  day  of  May,  1850,  by  the  agent  of 
the  Pawlet  Manufacturing  Company,  upon  the  credit  of  said  com- 
pany, and  were  brought  to  the  store  of  said  company  in  Pawlet, 
Vermont,  and  appropriated  to  the  use  of  said  company.  It  was 
also  admitted,  that  the  defendants  were  the  sole  stockholders  in 
said  company  at  the  time  said  goods  were  purchased  and  used  by 
said  company,  the  amount  due  upon  said  biUs  being  conceded  for 
the  purposes  of  the  present  trial. 

The  plaintiffs  introduced  the  act  incorporating  the  Pawlet  Man- 
ufacturing Company,  approved  November  7,  1814,  also  the  book 
of  records  of  said  company.  The  plaintiffs  then  offered  to  prove 
that  the  said  company  had  for  several  years  kept  a  store  for  the 
sale  of  such  goods  as  are  ordinarily  kept  and  sold  in  a  country 
store,  in  connection  with  their  business  of  manufacturing  cotton 
goods ;  and  that  the  agents  of  said  company  had  been  accustomed 
to  make  purchases  in  market  of  such  goods,  and  to  dispose  of  them 
in  said  store,  in  part  payment  of  the  hands  employed  in  said  com- 
pany's factory,  and  in  part  in  the  manner  of  an  ordinary  retail 
trade,  with  the  knowledge  of  said  defendants,  and  without  objec- 
tion on  their  part,  and  that  the  goods  in  question  were  disposed  of 
in  like  manner. 

The  plaintiffs  further  offered  to  prove,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
respective  dates  of  the  transfer  of  the  defendants  Brown,  Allen 
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and  Penfield  of  their  stock,  as  shown  by  the  book  of  records,  to 
Edgerton,  another  defendant,  that  said  Edgerton  was  insolvent, 
and  that  such  transfers  were  made  and  received  with  intent  to 
avoid  liability  on  the  part  of  said  Brown,  Allen  and  Penfield,  for 
the  plaintiffs'  debt. 

The  defendants  had  not  offered  in  evidence  said  transfers,  and 
without  objecting  to  the  evidence,  stated  that  they  were  prepared 
with  testimony  to  show  the  contrary. 

The  court  "'proforma^*  excluded  the  testimony  offered  as  be- 
ing immaterial,  and  decided  that  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained against  these  defendants ;  and  directed  the  jury  to  return 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  To  which  several  decisions  of  the 
court,  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

D.  Roberts,  Jr.,  and  E,  Edgerton  for  plaintiffs. 
1.  Act  of  incorporation  passed  November  7,  1814.     Pamphlet, 
p.  61,  Sec  5. 

First  clause.  "The  persons  and  property  of  said  corporation 
"shall  be  holden  to  pay  their  debts."  This,  though  inartificially 
expressed,  has  this  meaning,  that  the  stockholders  of  said  corpora- 
tion shall  be  liable  in  their  persons  and  property  for  the  debts  of 
the  corporation.     As  in  several  acts  passed  at  the  same  session. 

The  expression,  "persons  and  property  shall  be  holden,"  &c., 
means  that  stockholders  shall  be  holden  in  person  and  property. 
Southmctyd  et  al,  v.  Russ  et  at.,  3  Conn.  52.  Taking  this  clause 
by  itself  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  for  corporate  debts  is 
announced. 

The  general  law  without  more  gives  the  remedy.  SoiUhmayd 
et  al,  V.  Russ  et  al.  supra,  Deming  v.  Bule,  10  Conn.  409.  Mid" 
dletown  Bank  v.  Magill,  5  Conn.  28.  Aden  v.  Sewell,  2  Wend. 
327.  Ex  parte  Van  Ripon  20  Wend.  617.  Bank  of  Poughkeep- 
sie  V.  Ibbotson,  24  Wend.  473.     Ang.  &  Ames  on  Corp.  565. 

The  stockholders  are  not  sureties  or  guarantors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, but  primarily  liable  as  principals  and  original  debtors,  as 
partners ;  with  this  provision,  this  is  a  qualified  corporation,  the 
liability  of  the  stockholders  as  partners,  under  the  corporate  name, 
being  not  created  by  the  act,  but  preserved  as  it  existed  without 
the  act.  3  Conn.  52  supra  ;  2  Wend.  327  supra.  Moss  v.  Oak- 
leg,  2  HiU  265 ;  Judson  v.  R.  Galena  Co.,  9  Paige  Ch.  598 ; 
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Baily  et  al.  v. ,  3  Hill  188 ;  Haiger  v.  McCoUough,  2  Denio 

123 ;  Coming  v.  McCoUoiigh,  1  Compstock  47 ;  2  Kent  Com.  272. 
A  quasi  corporation,  Aug.  &  Ames  546. 

Therefore,  as  the  liability  was  not  created  by  the  statute,  we 
are  not  confined  to  the  statute  for  our  remedy.  3  Conn.  52  su- 
pra; 20  Wend.  617  supra;  1  Compstock  47  supra.  Bank  of 
'Australasia  v.  Harding^  19  Law.  J.  Rep.  345.  Bank  of  Austra- 
lasia  V.  Nlas,  4  Eng.  Law  &  Eq.  Rep.  252. 

This  view  is  confirmed  by  the  facts  of  the  case. 

There  was  an  original  partnership  under  the  name  of  "  Ozias 
Clark  &  Co."  Under  that  name  the  members  and  subscribers 
apply  for  a  charter,  and  the  same  members  of  the  partnership  are 
thereby  made  members  of  the  corporation.  Under  the  name  of 
"  Ozias  Clark  &  Co."  they  meet  and  accept  the  charter.  They 
make  by-laws, — the  5th  by-law  declaring  that  the  members  shall 
share  in  profit  and  loss^  and  is  the  same  old  by-law  of  "Ozias 
Clark  &  Co."     It  is  the  old  partnership  with  a  new  name. 

The  plaintiffs  seek  to  charge  the  defendants  as  partners  outside 
of  the  act  of  incoi^poration.  By  the  act,  the  stockholders  are  to 
"have  and  enjoy  all  the  privileges  incident  to  corporations,  for 
"  the  purposes  of  manufacturing  all  or  any  of  the  articles  made 
"  from  cotton  or  wool,"  but  for  no  other  purpose. 

This  company  has  engrafted  a  new  business  upon  their  manu- 
facturing business,  to  wit,  the  business  of  a  retail  country  store. 
They  are  partners  herein,  and  as  such  liable  to  pay  for  these 
goods,  which  were  purchased  and  went  to  this  extra  corporate  use. 

The  case  cannot  be  likened  to  that  of  towns,  counties,  and 
school  districts,  &c.;  these  are  called  quasi  corporations,  and  no 
action  lies  against  them,  unless  given  by  statute.  RusseU  v.  Men 
of  Devon,  2  T.  R.  667. 

But  if  given  by  statute,  each  inhabitant  is  liable  to  satisfy  the 
judgment.     2  Kent  Com.  274 ;  Ang.  &  Ames,  566, 

The  statute  directing  the  mode  of  proceeding  with  executions 
against  corporations,  applies  to  public  and  jwlitical  corporations 
who  may  vote  and  levy  a  tax.     Bigelow  v.  Cong,  SoCy  11  Vt.  287. 

IT.  Alien  and  C.  L,  Williams  for  defendants. 
1.  The  section  of  the  act  of  incorporation  upon  which  plaintiffs 
rely  to  sustain  their  action,  is  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
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and  of  private  rights,  and  therefore  should  be  construed  strictly. 
Sprague  v.  BirdsaU,  2  Cowen  419.  Goolidge  v.  WiUiams^  4 
Mass.  140.  Strong  et  ah  v.  Speir^  4  Hill  76.  Sharp  v.  Johnson, 
4  HiU  92.  Stone  v.  Wiggins,  5  Met.  316.  U.  S.  Dig.  Vol.  3  p. 
486,  Sec  117  and  115 ;  U.  S.  Dig.  1848,  p.  336,  Sec  12. 

2.  If  an  action  at  law  might  be  sustained  upon  the  first  clause 
of  Sec  5  of  the  act,  where  no  other  remedy  is  prescribed,  still 
such  action  cannot  be  sustained  in  this  case,  but  the  remedy  pre- 
scribed in  the  last  clause  of  that  section  must  be  adopted ;  for  it 
is  a  familiar  principle  of  law,  that  where  the  Legislature  create  a 
liability,  and  prescribe  a  remedy  for  enforcing  that  liability,  no 
other  remedy  can  be  adopted.  Strong  et  oL  v.  Speir,  4  Hill  76 ; 
Calking  v.  Baldwin,  4  Wend.  667  ;  Andover  ^  Medford  Turnpike 
Co.  V.  Gould,  6  Mass.  40;  Franklin  Glass  Co,  v.  White,  14  Mass. 
286 ;  Sudbury  M,  v.  Middlesex  Canal,  23  Pick.  36 ;  Dodge  v. 
County  ComWs  of  Essex,  3  Met.  380 ;  Comyn's  Dig.  Vol.  1  p. 
447 ;  Gedney  v.  The  Inhab.  of  Tewksbury,  3  Mass.  307 ;  Smith 
V.  Drew,  5  Mass.  514 ;  Stafford  v.  Ingersol,  3  Hill  38  ;  Alney  v. 
Hains,  5  Johns.  175;  Andrews  v.  Callender,  13  Pick.;  KeUon  v. 
PhiUips,  3  Met.  61 ;  Child  v.  Coffin,  17  Mass.  64  ;  Middlebury  v. 
Huhbardton,  1  D.  Ch.  205 ;  Aldrich  v.  Londonderry,  5  Vt.  441 ; 
Aldis  V.  HaU,  1  D.  Ch.  309 ;  Rice  v.  Talmadge,  20  Vt.  378. 

The  decisions  in  New  York,  cited,  relate  to  acts  of  incorporation 
entirely  different  from  the  one  in  question,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  deemed  decisions  in  point. 

The  proceedings  of  the  partnei'ship  which  existed  previous  to 
the  organization  of  the  corporation,  can  have  no  influence  in  the 
construction  that  is  to  be  given  to  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  in- 
corporation.    Barker  v.  Esty  et  al.,  19  Vt  131. 

It  is  a  rule  of  construction,  that  where  the  meaning  of  a  statute 
is  doubtful,  considerations  arising  from  the  injustice  or  inconve- 
nience of  a  particular  construction  will  have  effect.  Rogers  v. 
Goodwin,  2  Mass.  475 ;  Putnam  v.  Longley,  1 1  Pick.  487 ;  Ayres 
V.  Knox,  7  Mass.  306 ;  Gore  v.  Brazier,  3  Mass.  523 ;  Langdon 
V.  Potter,  3  Mass.  215;  Harris  v.  Dorchester,  23  Pick.  112; 
Hunt  V.  Lee  et  al,  10  Vt.  297. 

3.  By  the  last  clause  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, those  only  are  made  liable  who  are  members  at  the  time  of 
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the  levy  of  the  execution.     Marcy  v.  Clarhy  17  Mass.  330.    Ze- 
land  V.  Marsh,  16  Mass.  389.     Keif  on  v.  PhiUips,  3  Met.  61. 

4.  But  if  an  action  can  be  maintained  upon  the  first  clause  of 
the  ffth  section,  it  can  only  be  maintained  against  those  who  are 
members  of  the  corporation  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  suit.     Middletown  Bank  v.  MagiU,  5  Conn.  28. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  declaration  in  this  case,  which  is  in  debt,  con- 
tains several  counts,  the  four  first  of  which  state  an  indebtedness 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing  Company,  and  that 
by  a  provision  in  their  charter  the  defendants  are  liable  as  stock- 
holders for  the  payment  of  that  indebtedness  in  their  private 
and  individual  capacity.  The  remaining  counts  are  on  an  ac- 
count stated,  for  goods  and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered,  for 
money  had  and  received,  paid,  laid  out  and  expended,  and  under 
which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  same  matters  upon  a  com- 
mon law  liability,  independent  of  any  provision  in  the  charter  of 
that  corporation. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  accrued  between  the  24th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1849,  and  the  10th  of  May,  1850.  The  articles  of  merchan- 
dise constituting  that  claim  were  purchased  of  the  plaintiffs  by 
the  agent  of  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing  Company  upon  the  re- 
sponsibility and  credit  of  the  company,  and  were  appropriated  for 
their  use  and  benefit.  We  learn  from  the  case  that  the  defend- 
ants were  the  sole  stockholders  in  the  corporation  at  the  time  the 
goods  were  purchased  and  used.  The  act  of  incorporation  wa« 
granted  Nov.  7,  1814,  in  which  the  persons  therein  named  were 
duly  incorporated  by  the  name  of  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing 
Company,  with  all  the  powers  and  privileges  incident  to  corpora- 
tions. The  manner  of  organization  is  therein  directed,  as  well  as 
the  disposition  and  transfer  of  its  corporate  stock.  The  5th  sec- 
tion contains  the  following  provision,  "That  the  persons  and 
"  property  of  the  said  corporation  shall  be  holden  to  pay  their 
"  debts,  and  when  any  execution  shall  issue  against  said  corpora- 
"  tion,  the  same  may  be  levied  on  the  persons  or  property  of  any 
"  individual  thereof." 

The  last  clause  of  this  act  gives  a  construction  to  the  former, 
so  that  that  clause  should  read,  that  the  persons  and  property  of 
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the  members  of  said  corporation  shall  be  holden,  &c.  The  object 
of  the  Legislature  in  that  provision  is  very  manifest.  They  in- 
tended to  give  the  creditors  of  that  corporation  a  right  to  enforce 
payment  of  their  claims,  not  only  against  the  corporate  effects,  but 
also  against  the  persons  and  property  of  its  several  stockholders. 
And  there  should  be  such  a  construction  of  this  provision  as  will 
carry  into  effect  this  intention,  and  enforce  those  liabilities  created 
by  this  enactment.  But  whether  that  liability  against  the  stock- 
holders is  to  be  enforced  by  a  special  action  of  this  character,  or 
in  some  other  mode,  is  the  important  question  arising  in  the  case. 

It  is  a  common  principle,  and  of  frequent  application,  that 
where  a  statute  creates  a  new  right  or  imposes  a  liability  that  did 
not  previously  exist,  and  specifies  no  mode  by  which  that  right  is 
to  be  protected,  or  liability  enforced,  that  the  common  law  will 
give  that  remedy,  and  ordinarily  by  an  action  on  the  case,  or  of 
debt  on  the  statute. 

We  have  illustrations  of  statutes  of  this  character  in  acts  of  in- 
corporations granted  during  the  same  session  of  the  Legislature. 
The  act  incorporating  the  Addison  Manufacturing  Company,  page 
15,  provides,  "  that  the  persons  and  property  of  the  members  of 
said  corporation  shall  be  holden  for  debts  contracted  by  said  cor- 
poration." And  yet  no  mode  is  pointed  out  by  which  that  liabili- 
ty is  to  be  enforced.  The  charter  of  the  Brattleboro  Gun  Fac- 
tory Company,  p.  75,  provides,  "  that  the  private  property  of  the 
stockholders  shall  be  liable  for  the  just  debts  of  the  corporation." 
In  this  charter  the  persons  of  the  members  are  not  responsible, 
though  their  property  is,  but  no  mode  is  pointed  out  to  enforce 
that  liability.  The  same  provision  is  contained  in  the  Saxton 
Village  Cotton  and  Woollen  Company,  p.  81.  In  all  these  cases, 
there  is  no  remedy  only  as  it  is  found  in  the  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law.  It  is  equally  well  settled  that  where  a  new  right  is 
created  by  statute,  or  liability  imposed  that  did  not  exist  at  com- 
mon law,  and  the  statute  prescribes  the  manner  of  enforcing  that 
right  or  liability,  the  remedy  given  by  the  statute  must  be  adopted, 
and  the  liability  can  be  enforced  in  no  other  way.  Statutes  also 
frequently  afford  cumulative  remedies,  and  do  in  all  cases  where 
a  right  existed,  or  a  liability  was  imposed  at  common  law,  and  a 
statute  intervenes  giving  a  new  method  of  enforcing  that  right  or 
liability  without  the  use  of  negative  words.     In  such  cases  the 
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party  at  his  discretion  may  resort  to  his  remedy  at  common  law, 
or  to  the  remedy  given  by  statute.  3  Hill  Rep.  39,  Stafford  v. 
IngersolL  5  John.  Rep.  175,  Almy  y.  Harris.  6  Mass.  Rep.  44. 
14  Mass.  Rep.  289. 

These  general  principles  have  been  urged  by  counsel  in  the  ar- 
gument of  the  case.  Their  correctness  has  not  been  disputed,  but 
the  difficulty  in  this  investigation  exists  in  a  proper  application  of 
these  general  rules  to  the  case  under  consideration.  The  first 
clause  of  the  5th  section  of  this  charter  declares  the  liability  of 
the  stockholders  to  pay  the  company  debts.  Without  this  pro- 
vision in  the  charter,  evidently  no  such  liability  would  exist. 
Angel  &  Ames  in  their  treatise  on  Corpts.,  p.  470,  observe,  "  that 
"one  of  the  properties  of  a  private  aggregate  corporation  is  the 
"  irresponsibility  of  its  members  for  company  debts,  and  that  they 
"  are  not  liable  beyond  the  amount  invested  in  their  subscription 
"for  stock."  And  Tilghman,  Ch.  J.,  in  Myers  v.  Irwtn,  2  Sergt. 
&  Rawl.  371,  says,  "The  personal  responsibility  of  the  stock- 
holders is  inconsistent  with  the  n*ature  of  a  body  corporate."  The 
object  in  granting  such  charters  is  to  shield  its  members  from 
such  personal  responsibility,  and  it  was  formerly  deemed  a  mat- 
ter of  public  policy  so  to  grant  them,  as  individuals  were  induced 
to  invest  a  portion  of  their  property  for  the  purposes  of  trade  and 
public  improvement,  who  otherwise  would  abstain  from  so  doing, 
were  not  their  liability  thus  limited.  Such  is  the  legal  operation 
of  acts  of  incorporation  where  no  provision  of  that  character  is  in- 
troduced. X 

But  where  such  provision,  declaring  the  personal  liability  of 
the  stockholders,  is  introduced,  with  the  manner  of  enforcing  it, 
its  legal  effect,  and  the  remedies  thereon,  is  a  matter  of  much  dif- 
ficulty and  doubt. 

It  has  been  urged  in  this  case,  that  the  provision  creates  a  qual- 
ified corporation,  or  a  corporate  body  for  specific  purposes  only, 
having  the  riglit  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  otherwise  to  manage  the 
affairs  of  the  company.  But  in  their  relation  to  creditors,  that 
they  are  hold  liable  as  members  of  an  ordinary  partnership,  or  as 
members  of  an  unincorporated  company,  the  Siune  as  if  no  act  of 
incorporation  had  been  granted.  Or  in  other  words,  that  in  that 
particular  relation  and  the  duties  arising  therefrom,  they  have 
never  been  incorporated. 
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On  the  other  hand  it  is  insisted,  that  the  charter,  with  such  a 
provision,  creates  a  corporate  bodj,  with  all  the  rights  and  inci- 
dents of  a  corporation,  and  that  for  any  matter  arising,  during  the 
existence  of  the  corporation,  upon  its  credit  and  for  its  sole  use 
and  benefit,  the  individual  members  are  not  liable  therefor  as 
partners,  or  as  members  of  a  voluntary  association ;  but  that  the 
provision  of  the  act  creates  a  new  right  for  the  creditor,  and  im- 
poses a  liability  on  the  members,  that  does  not  otherwise  exist, 
and  which  has  its  origin  and  existence  only  in  that  provision  of 
the  act. 

It  is  upon  the  effect,  produced  by  incorporating  that  provision 
in  the  charter,  that  the  cases  to  which  we  have  been  referred  have 
their  more  direct  application,  and  a  determination  of  this  ques- 
tion, virtaaOy  makes  a  final  disposition  of  the  case. 

The  importance  of  this  question  arises  from  its  bearing  upon 
the  last  clause  of  the  5th  section  of  the  act  incorporating  the  Paw- 
let  Manufacturing  Company.  For  the  section  which  declares  the 
liability  of  the  stockholders,  does*  in  the  last  clause  point  out  a 
way  in  which  that  liability  can  be  enforced.  And  if  the  pro- 
vision declaring  the  liability  of  the  stockholders,  creates  simply  a 
qualified  corporate  body,  leaving  the  liability  of  the  members  as  it 
would  be  at  common  law,  without  the  act  of  incorporation,  then 
the  remedy  given  by  this  statute  is  merely  cumulative,  and  this 
action,  as  at  common  law,  can  be  sustained  airainst  the  stockhold- 
ers. But  if  this  liability  does  not  exist  at  common  law,  or  inde- 
pendent of  that  provision  of  the  act,  and  is  created  solely  by  the 
statute,  then  the  remedy  given  by  the  statute  is  not  cumulative, 
and  this  action  cannot  be  sustained.  The  remedy  of  the  creditor 
in  such  case  is  only  as  directed  by  the  act,  in  obtaining  a  judg- 
ment against  the  corporation,  and  levying  an  execution  thereon 
upon  the  corporate  effects,  or  the  property  of  the  individual  stock- 
holders. 

From  the  decisions  in  the  state  of  New  York  it  is  evident  that 
the  remedy  so  given  by  the  act  is  merely  cumulative,  and  that 
stockholders  under  such  a  provision  in  their  charter  are  held  lia- 
ble as  partners,  upon  a  common  law  liability.  This  is  the  lan- 
guage of  Judge  Jones  in  Coming  v.  Mc  Collough,  1  Comp.  Rep. 
47,  and  his  opinion  is  in  accordance  with  the  generally  expressed 
views  of  their  court,  as  given  in  the  several  cases  to  which  we 
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have  been  referred.  That  case  was  upon  a  provision  in  the  char- 
ter of  the  Russie  Galena  Company,  which  "provided  that  the 
"stockholders  shall  be  jointly  and  severally  personally  liable  for 
"  the  pa3Tnent  of  all  debts  and  demands  contracted  by  the  corpo- 
"  ration,  and  that  any  person  having  any  demand  against  the  cor- 
"poration  may  sue  any  stockholder  in  any  court  having  cogni- 
"  zance  thereof."  The  defendants  plead  that  the  cause  of  action 
did  not  accrue  within  three  years  and  to  which  there  was  a  de- 
murrer. The  court  held  the  action  not  barred  in  that  period,  as 
the  suit  was  brought  upon  an  individual  liability  existing  inde- 
pendent of  the  statute.  It  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  various 
authorities  from  that  State  to  which  we  have  been  referred.  It 
is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  doctrine  seems  well  settled  there,  that 
such  a  provision  in  a  charter  creates  a  qualified  corporation  sim- 
ply, that  the  liability  of  its  members  exist  at  common  law,  and 
the  remedy. given  by  the  statute  as  cumulative,  to  which,  or  that 
at  common  law,  the  creditor  at  his  discretion  may  resort. 

In  Connecticut,  where  this  ^subject  has  been  much  discussed, 
much  difference  of  opinion  has  been  expressed.  The  case  of 
Southmayd  v.  Russ,  3  Conn.  Rep.  52,  arose  upon  a  provision  in 
the  charter  of  a  Manufacturing  Company,  "  That  the  persons  and 
"  property  of  the  members  of  the  corporation  should  at  aU  timet 
"  be  liable  for  all  debts  due  by  said  corporation,"  the  act  pointing 
out  no  remedy,  it  of  course  is  to  be  found  in  the  principles  of 
common  law.  Ch.  J.  IIosmer,  who  gave  the  opinion  of  a  major- 
ity of  the  court,  held  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  to  be  the 
same  as  if  no  act  of  incorporation  had  been  granted,  and  were  the 
same  as  members  of  a  voluntary  association.  It  is  to  be  observed, 
however,  that  his  opinion  rests  upon  the  phraseology  of  the  act  in 
the  use  of  the  words,  "liable  at  all  times."  These  words  he  con- 
sidered created  a  personal  liability  on  the  members  the  moment 
the  debt  was  contracted.  The  case  therefore  can  have  no  definite 
application  to  cases  where  those  words  are  not  contained  in  that 
provision  of  the  charter.  The  question,  however,  was  again  re- 
examined in  the  case  of  Middktown  Bank  v.  MagiU,  5  Conn.  Rep. 
28.  This  case  arose  upon  the  same  charter,  and  it  was  held  that 
an  action  of  assumpsit  would  not  lie  against  stockholders  who 
were  such  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted,  but  who  had  trans- 
ferred their  stock  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.     Ch.  J. 
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HosMER,  who  dissented  from  the  opinion  of  the  court,  held  the 
action  maintainable  on  the  ground  that  thej  were  liable  as  part- 
ners, as  if  no  act  of  incorporation  had  been  granted,  and  that  such 
liability  was  created  the  moment  the  debt  waa  contracted,  and  re- 
lied upon  the  case  of  Southmayd  v.  Russ,  as  having  decided  the 
question  then  before  them.  The  majority  of  the  court  held  other- 
wise, and  in  their  decision  used  this  emphatic  language :  "  That ' 
the  creditor  did  not  give  credit  to  the  stockholders  as  such ;  they 
in  no  sense  of  the  word  were  debtors ;  they  like  the  inhabitants 
of  towns  may  be  compelled  to  pay  while  they  remain  members, 
not  as  debtors,  but  as  guarantors.  The  corporation  is  the  real 
debtor,  and  the  members  while  such,  its  surety." 

On  this  construction  of  that  provision,  two  things  necessarily 
follow.  In  the  first  place,  that  the  insertion  of  such  a  clause  in 
an  act  of  incorporation  has  some  other  effect  than  simply  to  create 
a  qualified  corporate  capacity.  It  creates  a  corporate  body  with 
all  the  powers  and  privileges  incident  to  any  corporation,  em- 
powers them  to  direct,  not  only  the  management  of  corporate  du- 
ties, but  defines  also  the  relation  which  exists  between  them  and 
their  creditors,  by  imposing  upon  the  corporation  a  primary  lia- 
bility, and  upon  the  stockholders  a  liability  subordinate  to,  and 
dependent  upon  the  liability  of  the  corporation.  In  the  second 
place,  it  is  evident  that  if  such  is  the  character  of  that  liability,  it 
is  not  one  that  exists  at  common  law.  It  is  not  that  of  partners, 
or  as  members  of  a  voluntary  association,  for  in  that  event  their 
liability  would  not  have  been  discharged  by  a  transfer  of  their 
stock.  But  it  is  a  liability  carried  out  and  existing  by  the  stat- 
ute, and  which  can  have  no  existence  independent  of  its  pro- 
visions. And  when  a  statute  thus  creates  a  liability  and  provides 
a  remedy  the  creditor  is  as  much  bound  to  resort  to  the  act  for 
the  remedy  given,  as  for  the  liability  imposed  for  his  security. 
In  no  sense,  under  such  circumstances,  can  the  remedy  be  consid- 
ered cumulative. 

In  Massachusetts,  it  has  been  the  policy  from  an  early  period 
to  increase  the  liability  of  individual  stockholders  in  manufactur- 
ing corporations  for  the  debts  of  the  corporation.  Their  act  of 
1808  not  only  created  a  personal  liability  on  the  stockholders,  but 
further  provided  that  when  an  execution  shall  issue  against  a 
manufacturing  corporation,  and  the  same  is  not  paid  by  a  limited 
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time,  "  the  officer  shall  serve  and  levy  the  same  upon  the  body  or 
'^  bodies  and  real  and  personal  estate  of  any  member  or  members 
"  of  such  corporation."  It  will  at  once  be  perceived  that  there  is 
a  substantial  similarity  between  the  statute  of  Massachusetts  and 
the  5th  section  of  the  act  incorporating  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing 
Company,  and  that  a  proper  construction  of  one  will  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  other. 

In  the  case  of  Child  v.  Coffin^  17  Mass.  Rep.  64,  it  was  held 
that  an  execution  thus  issued  could  only  be  levied  upon  the  estate 
of  such  as  were  members  at  the  time  of  the  conunencement  of  the 
suit,  and  that  the  decease  of  a  member  before  suit,  discharged  his 
estate  from  any  liability.  This  decision  is  entirely  incompatible 
with  the  idea  of  their  liability  as  partners,  or  that  an  action  upon 
a  common  law  liability  can  be  sustained.  For  if  such  liability 
existed,  the  death  of  the  party  would  not  discharge  his  estate. 
The  same  principle  was  also  recognized  in  the  cases  of  Bond  v. 
Appleton,  8  Mass.  Rep.  472,  and  in  Cutler  v.  Middlesex  Factory 
Co.<,  14  Pick.  Rep.  484.  Ripley  v.  Sampson,  10  Pick.  Rep.  372. 
Andrews  v.  Callender,  13  Pick.  Rep.  490.  In  ^this  last  case, 
Putnam,  J.,  says  that  ^'  the  liabilities  of  the  individual  members 
"  of  the  corporation  are  created  by  the  statute,  and  it  is  clear 
"that  at  the  common  law  the  corporation  only  would  be  liable." 
This  being  the  law  under  the  act  of  1808,  we  are  informed, 
2  Amer.  Jurist  95,  that  the  Legislature  were  not  satisfied; 
which  gave  rise  to  the  act  of  1817,  by  which  the  persons  and  prop- 
erty not  only  of  members  of  the  corporation,  but  of  perscms  who 
were  members  at  the  time  the  debt  accrued,  are  madie  liable  to  be 
taken  on  an  alias  execution. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  find  legislation  and  judicial  construction 
of  that  legislation  more  applicable  than  this  to  the  case  under  con- 
sideration. For  if  under  the  act  of  1808  the  members  were  lia- 
ble as  partners  or  in  any  way  independent  of  the  statute,  then  the 
act  of  1817  was  unnecessary.  But  as  no  such  liability  existed  at 
common  law,  but  was  created  by  statute  and  could  not  be  ex- 
tended beyond  its  provisions,  the  act  of  1817  was  necessary  to 
create  such  extended  liability.  The  case  of  Kekon  v.  PkiUipsy  3 
Met.  Rep.  62  was  decided  in  1841,  upon  the  act  of  1808,  and 
upon  a  review  of  all  their  decisions,  and  it  would  seem  must  place 
this  question  at  rest  in  that  State.    It  was  held,  that  the  qualified 
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liability  of  an 'individual  member  of  a  Manufacturing  Company 
under  the  act  of  1808,  was  not  such  a  debt  as  could  be  proved 
against  the  estate  of  an  insolvent  debtor.  Ch.  J.  Shaw  in  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  says :  "  The  construction  uniformly 
"put  upon  the  act  of  1808  has  been,  that  it  was  a  new  remedy 
"  given  by  statute,  and  as  the  mode  of  pursuing  it  was  specially 
"pointed  out,  that  mode  must  be  pursued ;  that  it  did  not  create 
"  a  legal  liability  to  be  enforced  by  action."  It  would  be  difficult 
to  introduce  language  more  emphatic  or  applicable.  There  is 
then  the  whole  current  of  Massachusetts  authority,  in  connection 
with  the  case  in  the  5th  of  Conn.  Rep.  establishing  the  principle 
that  such  a  provision  in  a  charter  of  incorporation  creates  a  new 
right  and  imposes  a  new  liability — one  that  did  not  exist  and 
cannot  be  enforced  by  action  at  common  law.  That  the  remedy 
given  by  the  statute  is  not  cumulative,  but  is  the  only  remedy  to 
which  the  creditor  can  resort  for  payment  of  his  debt.  And  after 
much  investigation  and  reflection  we  can  but  think  this  to  be  the 
proper  construction  of  the  act,  and  of  that  provision  in  the  charter 
of  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing  Company,  and  as  best  calculated  to 
carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  Legislature. 

This  construction  naturally  arises  from  the  language  of  the  act 
itself.  tVhen  the  statute  provides  that  an  execution  issued  against 
the  corporation  may  be  levied  on  any  individual  thereof,  it  implies 
a  positive  requirement  that  such  proceedings  shall  be  IkuI  against 
the  corporation  upon  which  execution  can  issue,  as  a  picfliminary 
step  before  proceedings  can  be  had  against  the  stockholders. 

The  reason  and  propriety  of  this  is  apparent.  The  indebted- 
ness of  the  corporation  must  exist  before  such  liability  can  arise, 
and  that  indebtedness  can  only  be  tried  in  suit  against  the  corpo- 
ration in  such  a  way,  that  those  upon  whom  the  execution  may 
be  levied  shall  be  thereby  concluded.  If  a  judgment  is  obtained 
against  the  corporation,  not  only  is  the  corporation,  but '  all  its 
members  are  concluded  on  the  question  of  indebtedness. 

But  if  in  this  suit  judgment  should  be  obtained  against  the 
stockholders,  although  they  may  be  estopped  to  deny  such  indebt- 
edness, yet  the  corporation  is  not  so  concluded.  This  was  the 
opinion  of  Bristol,  J.,  in  3  Conn.  Rep.  57,  and  of  Spencer,  Ch. 
J.,  in  20  John.  Rep.  66.  It  would  be  a  violation  of  any  rule,  to 
give  a  construction  to  a  statute,  that  leads,  to  so  gross  an  incon- 
sistency. 
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This  construction  is  deemed  not  only  legal,  but  ft)unded  in  strict 
equity.  It  is  equitable  as  against  the  creditors  for  thej  have 
preserved  for  them  the  liability  of  those  on  whose  responsibility 
the  claim  arose,  and  there  is  no  equity  in  enforcing  the  claim 
against  individuals  upon  whose  credit,  as  the  case  finds,  the  goods 
were  never  purchased.  If  the  execution  is  levied  upon  members 
who  became  such  after  the  debt  has  accrued,  they  voluntarily 
have  subjected  themselves  to  that  liability,  having  the  means  to 
satisfy  themselves  of  the  solvency  of  the  company  if  they  choose 
to  make  inquiry.  And  if  they  have  given  but  the  value  of  the 
stock,  they  have  become  the  purchasers,  under  an  understanding 
to  pay  such  liabilities,  for  the  value  of  the  stock  is  found  after  de- 
ducting the  liabilities  of  the  corporation.  Inhabitants  of  towns 
are  liable  to  have  their  property  taken  for  the  debts  of  the  town, 
though  they  became  members  after  the  debts  accrued. 

The  suggestion  which  has  been  made  against  this  construction 
of  the  act,  that  a  stockholder  may  fraudulently  dispose  of  his 
stock  to  avoid  his  liability,  can  have  no  controling  influence,  for 
it  has  been  too  frequently  decided  to  be  considered  as  an  open 
question,  that  such  transfers  as  against  creditors,  are  absolutely 
void,  that,  as  to  them,  they  are  to  be  considered  still  as  members, 
and  that  an  execution  can  be  levied  upon  their  personaT  and  real 
estate,  as  if  no  transfer  had  been  made.  Such  was  the  decision 
in  Marcy  v.  Clark^  17  Mass.  Rep.  330.  Mtddletown  Bank  v. 
Mafftlly  5  Conn.  Rep.  70,  and  in  Roman  v.  Fry^  5  J.  J.  Marsh 
Rep.  634.  That  an  ample  remedy  against  such  fraudulent  sales 
can  be  found  by  the  creditors  in  the  doctrine  of  those  cases,  and 
in  the  powers  of  a  court  of  chancery,  is  fully  sustained  upon  prin- 
ciple as  well  as  authority. 

We  can  see  no  propriety  either  in  charging  these  defendants  as 
partners,  for  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  consideration  that 
the  company  had  a  retail  store  connected  with  the  business  under 
their  charter.  The  case  finds  that  the  goods  were  bought  of  the 
plaintiffs  by  the  corporation,  were  charged  to  the  corporation,  and 
purchased  upon  its  credit  and  responsibility,  and  were  appropri- 
ated to  the  use  of  the  company. 

The  liability  of  the  corporation  for  this  claim,  has  not  been  dis- 
puted, nor  can  be  the  liability  of  its  members,  when  that  liability 
is  enforced  according. to  the  provisions  of  the  charter,  and  as  the 
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parties  contracted.  There  is  no  propriety^  therefore,  in  these 
plaintiffs  putting  in  issue  the  question  whether  that  corporation  in 
any  of  its  business  transactions,  transcended  its  corporate  powers, 
so  long  as*  there  is  preserved  for  them  that  liability  upon  the 
&ith  of  which  the  debt  was  contracted.  Independent  of  that  con- 
sideration, also,  we  perceive  no  impropriety  in  connecting  the  bus- 
iness of  such  a  store  with  the  ordinary  business  of  the  corporation. 
It  is  necessary  and  important  for  the  convenience  and  benefit  of 
their  operations,  as  well  as  for  a  successful  prosecution  of  the  busi- 
ness for  which  they  were  incorporated.  And  as  the  business  was 
transacted  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  for  corporate  benefit,  and 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  contracted  in  that  capacity,  it  must  in 
that  capacity  be  enforced. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed. 


James  Porter  v,  Jirah  Vaughn. 

Audita  Querela.    Demurrer,    Execution  may  issv£  in  some  cases, 

after  a  year  and  a  day. 

The  writ  of  audita  querda,  U  an  important  remedial  and  equitable  process,  and 
should  be  allowed  in  cases  where  an  execution  has  been  irregularly  issued,  and 
from  which  the  party  should  be  relieved,  and  it  should  at  least  be  a  concurrent 
remedy,  with  that  relief  which  is  granted  on  motion. 

The  complainant  brought  his  writ  of  audiia  querela,  and  upon  demwrrer  it  was  held, 
that  where  an  execution  has  been  issued  from  a  coiirt  of  law,  this  writ  cannot 
b«  sustained,  to  vacate  the  same,  or  suspend  its  operation,  on  the  ground  that  it 
has  been  enjoined  by  the  court  of  chancery,  and  that  the  remedy  of  the  com- 
plainant is  only  to  be  found  by  application  to  the  chancellor. 

If  there  has  been  a  stay  of  execution,  and  the  party  prevented  from  issuing  the 
same,  execution  may  issue  after  the  year,  without  Bcirefaciai,  and  if  a  judgment 
be  with  cetsei  execuUo,  by  agreement  until  such  a  time,  there  need  be  no  tcire 
/acioi,  until  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  time  agreed  upon,  even  though  such  cettei 
is  not  entered  upon  the  roll. 

Audita  Querela.     The  Complainant  alledged  in  his  declar- 
ation, that  at  the  April  term  of  the  Rutland  County  Court,  1844, 
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the  said  Jirah  Vaughn  recovered  judgment  against  the  complain- 
ant, for  the  sum  of  $1268.66,  damages,  and  the  sum  of  $20.19, 
costs  of  suit ;  which  judgment  so  entered,  was  by  consent  of  par- 
ties under  the  following  rule  of  court :  that  no  execution  issued 
until  after  the  adjourned  court  of  chancery, — judgment  to  remain 
subject  to  said  court  of  chancery  as  to  further  stay,  until  the  de- 
termination of  suit,  then  and  still  pending  in  said  court  of  chan- 
cery, between  complainant  and  Jirah  Vaughn ;  that,  at  the  time 
of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  aforesaid,  a  suit  in  chance- 
ry was  pending  in  favor  of  complainant  against  Jirah  Vaughn 
and  one  Reuben  R.  Thrall,  which  was  the  suit  referred  to  in  the 
rule  aforesaid,  and  said  suit  has  ever  since  that  time  been  prose- 
cuted in  said  court.  That  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1843,  an  in- 
junction was  issued  by  said  court  of  chancery,  strictly  enjoining 
said  Jirah  from  prosecuting  said  suit  at  law  ;  that  said  injunction 
was  not  removed  at  the  adjourned  term  of  said  court  of  chancery 
referred  to  in  the  rule  aforesaid,  that  ever  since  the  issuing  of  said 
injunction,  the  same  has  been  at  all  times,  and  still  remains  in  full 
force,  &c.  And  further  complains  that  said  Jirah  Vaughn  at  di- 
vers times  after  the  rendering  of  said  judgment  at  the  said  April 
term,  1844,  has  taken  out  executions  upon  said  judgment,  one  of 
which  executions  was  issued  by  the  Clerk  of  said  Rutland  Coun- 
ty court,  and  dated  the  20th  day  of  January,  1846  ;  that  after 
said  last  mentioned  day,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  first  day  of  April, 

1847,  more  than  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  issuing  of  said  execu- 
tion on'said  20th  day  of  January,  1846,  said  Jirali  took  out  a 
pluries  execution  upon  said  judgment,  signed  by  F.  W.  Hopkins, 
Clerk  of  said  Rutland  County  court,  and  complainant  avers  that 
said  execution  was  not  issued  on  the  19th  day  of  January,  1847, 
but  was  issued  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  April,  1847,  and  was 
by  said  F.  W.  Hopkins,  dated  the  19th  day  of  January,  1847,  by 
reason  of  which  said  failure  to  issue  an  execution  within  one  year 
and  a  day  after  the  said  20th  day  of  January,  1846,  said  Jirah 
lost  all  right  to  issue  executions  upon  said  judgment,  if  such  right 
he  ever  had.    And  that  said  Jirah,  on  the   22d  day  of  April, 

1848,  took  out  a  writ  of  execution  upon  said  judgment,  for  the 
sum  of  $1268.66  damages,  and  the  sum  of  20.19  costs,  with*  fur- 
ther sum  of  one  dollar  and  twenty -five  cents  for  said  execution, 
and  four  former,  signed  by  F.  W.  Hopkins,  Clerk  of  said  county 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1852.  218 

Porter  v.  Vaa^m. 

court,  and  put  said  execution  into  the  hands  of  Jacob  Edgerton, 
Sheriff  of  the  county  of  Rutland,  aforesaid,  to  levy,  serve  and 
return,  and  said  Jacob  Edgerton  threatens  to  levy  said  execution 
upon  the  goods,  chattels  or  estate  of  complainant,  or  to  arrest  the 
body  of  complainant,  and  him  commit  to  jail,  unless  this  com- 
plainant shall  pay  said  execution  with  interest  and  officer's  fees 
thereon  —  by  all  which  the  said  James  Porter,  as  he  says  is,  &c., 
and  has  suffered  damages  to  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars. 
To  this  complaint  defendant  demun;ed. 

The  county  court,  September  term,  1851, — r  Collameb,  J., 
presiding,  rendered  judgment  that  the  declaration  is  sufficient,  and 
entered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  that  execution  mentioned  in 
the  declaration  be  set  aside,  and  for  his  costs.  Exceptions  by  de- 
fendant. 

ThraU  Sf  Smith  for  defendant. 

1.  The  plaintiff's  declaration  shows  that  before  and  ever  since 
said  judgment,  the  defendant  has  been  restrained,  by  acts  of  the 
plaintiff,  from  taking  execution.  Hence  it  is  not  for  plaintiff  to 
complain  that  execution  was  not  issued  before  it  was.  Mitchell  v. 
Cue  and  wife,  2  Bar.  660.     Fletcher  v.  Motty  1  Aik.  339. 

2.  It  is  essential  that  the  declaration  should  show  that  the  par- 
ty aggrieved  has  some  matter  which  he  might  have  availed  him- 
self of  in  defense,  had  scire  facias,  or  debt  been  brought,  instead 
of  taking  the  execution.  The  judgment  is  valid  and  unsatisfied. 
The  count  is  defective  in  substance.  Staniford  v.  Barry,  1  Aik. 
321.     PoHer  v.  Vaughn,  last  term  here,  1  Salk.  93,  1  Wilson  98. 

3.  Audita  querela  cannot  be  sustained  in  a  case  like  tliis.  It 
only  lies  to  relieve  from  void  process.  Betty  v.  Brown,  16  Vt. 
670.  Sawyer  v.  Doane,  19  Vt.  598.  Bing.  on  Ex.  13,  and  cases 
cited.    Finney  v.  Hill,  13  Vt.  255. 

The  appropriate  remedy  would  have  been  by  motion  to  the 
court,  when  any  error  could  have  been  corrected.  At  least,  such 
should  have  been  the  remedy  first  sought.  Alien  v.  Carpenter,  7 
Vt.  397.  Porter  v.  Va2ighn,\sLSt term  here.  Smith  v.  JRix,  9  Vt. 
241..   2  Aik.  248. 

M.  G.  Evarts  and  Foot  ^  Hodges  for  plaintiff. 
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1.  The  declaration  is  based  upon  the  legal  presumption  of  pay- 
ment^ which  arises  in  all  cases,  after  a  year  and  a  day,  and  plain- 
tiff can  avail  himself  of  this  presumption,  and  need  not  alledge  it 
in  his  declaration.     Chit,  on  PL  221. 

2.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  an  execution  so  issued  would  be  set 
aside  on  motion.  A  motion  is  only  a  modem  substitute  for  audita 
querela,  which  is  concurrent  with  it  as  a  remedy,  and  will  lie  in 
some  cases,  where  a  motion  will  not  4  Com.  Dig.  257  (execution 
I.  4.)     Bing.  on  Ex.  264  ngte.     2  Chit.  R.  384. 

Audita  Querela  is  a  more  appropriate  remedy  than  the  one  by 
motion,  for  two  reasons, — 

1.  The  issue  of  fact  which  arises  upon  the  declaration  could 
not  be  tried  upon  motion. 

2.  The  remedy  by  motion  is  only  available  during  the  session 
of  court ;  audita  querela  is  open  to  the  party  at  any  time,  and  is 
the  proper  remedy,  and  they  are  concurrent  remedies.  1  AiL 
339.  7  Vt.  397.  "^  17  Vt.  253.  19  Vt  43.  4  Mass.  483.  1  Ld. 
Raymond  439.     2  AVm.  Sand,  148  (b.)     4  Com.  Dig.  457. 

The  opinion  of  tlie  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  questions  in  this  case  arise  upon  a  general  de- 
murrer, and  it  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  this 
writ  cannot  be  sustained  upon  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint. 

The  writ  of  audita  querela  was  considered  by  this  court  in  the 
ca-^e  of  Stamford  v.  Barry,  1  Aik.  Rep.  323,  to  be  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  in  equity,  and  designed  to  afford  specific  and  certain  re- 
lief from  the  wrongful  acts  of  a  party  who  is  seeking  to  enforce 
the  final  process  of  a  court  of  law,  in  cases  where  it  has  become 
illegal  and  inequitable  to  have  it  thus  enforced.  As  a  general 
rule,  it  is  confined  to  matters  arising  subsequent  to  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment,  as  the  judgment  is,  and  should  be  conclusive 
upon  all  matters  embraced  within  it.  Yet  it  has  been  held  to  ex- 
tend to  matters  arising  previous  to  the  judgment,  if  the  party  has 
been  deprived  of  an  opportunity  in  court,  to  avail  himself  of  the 
matters  in  his  discharge. 

At  common  law  it  afforded  a  very  extensive  remedy;  and 
relief  was  granted  in  all  cases  where  an  execution  was  irregularly 
issued.  To  a  great  extent  the  remedy  by  this  process  under  the 
present  system  of  English  practice,  has  been  superseded  by  grant- 
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ing  a  more  summary  relief  on  motion.  It  is  evident  however,  that 
this  summary  relief  does  not  take  away  the  remedy  by  this  writ. 
Bingham  in  his  treatise  on  executions,  265  (e)  says  that  "this  writ 
formerly  was  the  only  means  of  redress,  in  eases  where  now  relief 
is  granted  on  motion.''  l^us  making  this  writ,  at  common  law,  a 
concurrent  remedy,  with  the  relief  granted  on  motion.  From  the 
case  of  JFhot  v.  Oremer,  1  Ld.  Raymond  439,  it  appears  that  Lord 
Holt  considered  this  writ  as  more  extensive  in  affording  relief, 
than  that  by  motion,  and  that  it  should  be  resorted  to  where  the 
matters  complained  of  are  disputed,  so  that  an  issue  may  be  prop- 
erly formed  in  the  pleadings,  for  trial  by  the  court  or  jury. 

These  principles  in  relation  to  this  writ  have  an  important  ap- 
plication in  this  State,  *inder  our  system  of  practice.  The  diffi- 
culty of  obtaining  that  summary  relief  granted  on  motion,  and  its 
want  of  adaptation  to  the  practice  of  our  courts,  renders  this  writ 
an  important  remedial  and  equitable  process,  and  it  should  be  al- 
lowed in  cases  where  an  execution  has  been  irregularly  issued, 
and  from  which  the  party  should  be  relieved,  and  should  at  least 
be  a  concurrent  remedy,  with  that  relief  which  is  granted  on  mo- 

By  the  demurrer  to  this  complaint,  it  is  admitted  that  the  judg- 
ment upon  which  this  execution  is  issued,  and  which  is  sought  to 
be  vacated,  was  rendered  at  the  April  term  of  the  county  court  for 
this  county,  A.  D.  1844.  Upon  this  judgment,  several  executions 
have  been  issued.  The  last  execution  was  dated  April  22,  1848. 
and  which  Ihe  complainant  says  the  defendant  threatens  to  levy 
on  his  person  and  property,  and  from  which  this  relief  is  sought. 
The  objection  is  not  made  to  this  execution,  that  it  issued  after 
ihe  expiration  of  more  than  a  year  and  a  day  from  the  former, 
but  the  objection  is  urged  against  the  one  issued  the  next  previous 
to  this.  And  the  demuiTer  admits  that  the  execution  dated  Jan- 
uary 19,  1847,  was  in  point  of  fact  issued  about  the  1st  of  April 
of  that  year,  and  more  than  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  issuing  of 
the  previous  execution,  on  the  20th  day  of  January,  1846,  and  the 
complainant  insists  that  the  execution  so  irregularly  issued  is  void, 
and  that  he  should  be  relieved  therefrom,  and  from  all  those  sub- 
sequently issued  on  that  judgment,  and  that  no  execution  can  be 
henceforth  issued  until  the  judgment  is  revived  by  scire  facias. 

The  demurrer  also  admits  that  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of 
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the  judgment  in  April,  1844,  the  same  was  rendered  under  a 
rule  entered  upon  the  calendar,  that  no  execution  should  issue  until 
after  tlie  adjourned  court  of  chancery,  and  the  judgment  was  to 
remain  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court  as  to  the  further  delay  of 
the  execution  until  the  determination  of  the  suit  in  chancery.  It 
is  further  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  that  on  the  10th  day  of  April, 
1843,  the  suit  upon  which  this  judgment  was  rendered  was  en- 
joined By  the  chancellor,  and  that  the  injunction  upon  this  suit  has 
never  been  removed,  but  still  remains  in  full  force. 

For  these  several  reasons,  it  is  insisted  that  the  executions  have 
been  irregularly  issued,  and  that  by  this  writ,  the  complainant 
should  be  relieved  from  the  execution  with  which  he  is  threatened. 
There  is,  however,  no  cause  of  complaintt  in  consequence  of  the 
rule  entered  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in  1844, 
for  that  rule  expired  by  its  own  limitation,  after  the  adjourned 
court  of  chancery.  The  parties  evidently  sought  for  that  exten- 
sion only  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  further  relief  at  that  time, 
from  an  onler  of  the  chancellor,  and  when  that  period  arrived  the 
order  could  have  no  further  effect  in  delaying  the  issuing  of  the 
execution. 

A  more  important  question  arises  from  the  injunction  granted 
by  the  chancellor,  from  any  further  proceedings  in  that  suit.  The 
issuing  of  the  executions  was  a  manifest  violation  of  the  injunction, 
but  the  question  arises,  can  relief  be  sought  in  this  court  and  by 
this  writ,  or  should  the  complainant  apply  to  the  chancellor  for 
him  to  protect  his  own  orders,  and  enforce  his  own  decrees.  It  is 
to  be  observed  that  an  injunction  does  not  operate  upon  the  judg- 
ment execution,  or  proceedings  in  court.  It  is  never  intended  to 
interfere  with,  or  control  the  decisions  or  administrative  rights  of 
the  courts  of  law.  But  the  injunction  acts  on  the  party  as  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.  And  the  chancellor  en- 
forces his  orders  and  decrees  on  the  ground  of  his  jurisdiction,  not 
over  the  court  of  law,  but  over  the  parties  to  the  suit  at  law.  This 
was  early  decided  in  the  English  chancery  courts,  and  has  ever 
since  been  regarded  as  the  ground  upon  which  these  proceedings 
rest.     Leading  Eq.  Cases,  part  2,  page  82,  92,  and  cases  cited. 

There  is,  therefore,  great  propriety  in  leaving  to  the  cpurt  of 
chancery,  the  enforcement  of  its  own  rules,  and  the  deciding  wheth- 
er the  party  has  been  guilty,  or  not,  of  a  violation  of  the  order 
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and  injunction  of  the  chancellor.  It  is  a  matter  over  which  a 
court  of  chancery  can  exercise  discretionary  power,  and  enforce 
its  decrees  and  injunctions  under  riiles  and  powers  peculiar  to  that 
court.  Where,  therefore,  an  execution  has  been  issued  from  a 
court  of  law,  this  writ  cannot  be  sustained  to  vacate  the  same,  or 
suspend  its  operations,  on  the  ground  that  it  has  been  enjoined  by 
the  court  of  chancery,  and  we  entertain  no  doubt,  that  for  that 
cause,  the  remedy  of  the  complainant  is  only  to  be  found  by  ap- 
plication to  the  chancellor. 

The  only  remaining  ground  upon  which  this  writ  can  be  sus-«> 
tained  to  vacate  that  execution,  is  that  an  intermediate  executioft 
was  issued  afler  more  than  a  year  and  a  day  from  the  former. 
At  common  law  it  is  well  settled  that  an  execution  so  issued  is 
irregular,  and  that  as  a  general  rule  it  will  be  vacated  by  this  writ. 
The  principle  upon  which  it  is  so  held  is  thus  stated  in  Bac.  Abj. 
tit.  Extin.  (H)  "  where  a  party  lies  quiet  so  long  aft^r  his  judg- 
"  ment,  it  shall  be  presumed  he  hath  released  the  execution,  and 
"therefore  the  defendant  shall  not  be  disturbed  without  being 
"  called  upon,  and  having  an  opportunity  of  pleading  the  release, 
"  or  showing  cause  if  he  can,  why  the  execution  should  not  issue." 

This  doctrine  has  been  recognized  in  this  State,  in  the  case  of 
Fletcher  v.  Mott^  1  Aik.  Rep.  339.  To  this  rule,  however,  there 
is  this  exception, —  if  there  has  been  a  stay  of  execution,  and  the 
party  prevented  from  issuing  the  same ;  the  execution  may  issue 
after  the  year,  without  scire  facias*  Several  of  the  cases  under 
this  exception  are  given  in  4  Coin.  Dig.  257.  If  the  execution  is 
stayed  by  the  pendency  of  a  writ  of  error,  scire  facias  need  not  be 
brought.  If  a  judgment  be  with  cesset  exectUio  by  agreement  un- 
til such  a  time,  there  need  be  so  scire  facias  until  a  year  and  a 
day  after  the  time  agreed,  though  such  cesset  is  not*  entered  upon 
the  roll. 

These  principles  were  sustained  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the 
case  of  Fletcher  v.  Moti  et  aLy  and  the  court  in  that  case  remark, 
that  if  the  cause  is  delayed  by  injunction  out  of  chancery,  execu- 
tion may  issue  after  the  year  without  scire  facias;  and  these  prin- 
ciples we  think  are  decisive  upon  this  part  of  the  case. 

The  complainant  himself,  sets  forth  the  existence  and  pendency 
of  the  injunction  from  1843  to  the  present  time,  and  it  is  admitted 
by  the  defendant  in  his  demurrer.     The  case,  therefore,  is  shown 
XXIT.  15 
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to  be  as  clearly  within  the  exception  of  that  rule,  as  if  the  suspen- 
sion of  that  execution  had  been  created  by  the  pendency  of  a  writ 
of  error.  Although  the  defendant  has  issued  executions  in  con- 
travention of  the  injunction,  yet  when  the  injunction  is  removed, 
he  may  obtain  a  regular  execution  on  the  judgment  within  the 
year  aftfer  such  removal.  As  the  injunction  in  this  case  still  exists, 
the  remedy  of  the  party  is  to  be  found  only  by  application  to  the 
chancellor. 

However  favorable  therefore,  .we  may  regard  this  writ,  and  feel 
disposed  to  extend  it  to  cases  where  a  party  should  be  relieved 
from  an  execution,  we  cannot  consider  any  of  the  matters  urged  in 
this  case  as  proper  matters  for  relief  under  this  process. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  sustaining 
the  writ,  must  be  reversed. 


Benjamin  P.  Bartlett  v.  Harvey  Z.  Churchill. 

AssauU  and  Battery.     Evidence  under  the  replication  of  de  injuria 
to  plea  of  son  assault  demesne.    JReferees. 

In  an  action  of  trespau  for  assault  and  battery,  where  the  defendant  plead  ton 
iusauU  demesne,  and  the  plaintiff  replies  de  injuria  wa  propria^  the  plaintiff  may 
(ppove  that  defendant  used  more  force  than  was  necessaiy,  and  that  an  excessive 
•battery  was  committed. 

And  these  pleadings  present  two  questions  of  fact  to  be  tried  and  decided;  first, 
did  the  plaintiff  commit  the  first  assault;  secondly,  if  so,  did  the  defendant  use 
any  more  foroe  than  was  necessary  in  his  defense. 

And  where,  upon  this  issue,  these  facts  are  not  found  by  the  referees  or  the  county 
court,  and  no  question  of  law  arising  in  the  case,  the  supreme  court  win  not  de- 
cide whether  the  defendant  is  guilty  or  not  guilty,  for  these  are  questions  exclu- 
sively to  be  found  by  the  referees  or  the  county  court;  it  being  the  duty  of  the 
supreme  court  only  to  decide  upon  such  legal  questions  as  niay  arise  upon  facts 
previously  found  to  be  true. 

Trespass  for  assault  and  battery.  Plea,  son  assault  demesne ; 
the  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria.  The  suit  was  referred  under  a 
rule  from  the  county  court,  and  the  referees  reported  the  follow- 
ing facts : 


ii 
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"  That  on  tlie  third  day  of  June,  1849,  a  colt  of  the  defendant 
"  got  into  the  meadow  of  plaintiff.     The  plaintiff  sent  his  boy  to 
"  the  defendant,  requesting  him  to  take  his  colt  out.     The  defend- 
"  ant  went  to  the  plaintiff  ^s  house  and  informed  him  that  his  fence 
^was  down,  and  that  it  would  be  of  no  use  to  take  the  colt  out, 
"unless  the  fence  was  repaired.     The  plaintiff  denied  that  his 
fence  was  down,  and  both  parties  thereupon  went  to  the  place, 
where  the  affray  complained  of  took  place.     It  appeared  that 
"  the  fence  was  a  line  fence,  running  east  and  west  between  the 
"  parties,  and  that  it  was  plaintiff's  duty  to  keep  that  part  of  it, 
**  where  the  affray  took  place,  in  repair.     The  fence  consisted  of 
"  a  quantity  of  loose  stones  drawn  together  and  scattered  along 
"  several  feet  wide,  and  one  or  more  feet  high,  for  the  purpose  of 
*•'  being  builded  into  a  wall,  on  which  rails  had  beeii  laid.     At  the 
"  time  spoken  of  some  three  lengths  of  them  were  thrown  down, 
"  so  as  to  present  no  obstruction  to  said  colt  in  passing  over  into 
"plaintiff's  meadow,  and  said  colt  was  then  in  the  said  meadow. 
"  When  the  parties  arrived  at  this  point  some  conversation  ensued 
"between  them,  the  purport  of  which  did  not  appear,  when  the 
"  defendant  who  was  on  the  south  side  of  said  fence  and  on  the 
^  plaintiff's  land,  passed  over  the  fence  on  to  his  own  Idnd,  on  the 
"  north  side  of  said  fence,  and  plaintiff  commenced  laying  some  of 
"  the  rails  on  the  wall.    He  had  laid  one  or  two  rails  on  the  wall,  and 
"  had  another  in  his  hands,  bringing  it  on  to  the  wall,  when  the 
"  defendant  stepped  on  to  the  wall,  towards  the  south  and  near 
"the  west  end  of  the  rail,  which  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  hands, 
"  which  he  held,  as  he  stood  with  his  face  towards  the  north, 
"  nearer  the  west  than  east  end  of  said  rail,  with  the  east  end  in- 
"  dining  towards  the  ground ;  and  as  the  defendant  stepped  on  to 
"  the  wall  the  plaintiff  brought  the  west  end  of  the  rail  round 
"  against  him  and  pushed  him  back  off  the  wall.     The  defendant 
"  inmiediately  stepped  back  on  to  the  wall,  towards  the  plaintiff, 
"  when  the  plaintiff  raised  both  hands  to  thrust  hin^  back.     As  he 
"  attempted  to  push  him  back,  defendant  caught  him  by  the  arm 
"  and  brought  him  over  the  wall  on  to  the  defendant's  land,  and 
"  on  to  the  ground,  and  held  him  down  a  short  time,  when  he  suf- 
"  fared  him  to  get  up.     The  plaintiff  then  advanced  towards  the 
"  defendant  in  a  hostile  manner,  when  the  defendant  pushed  him 
"off  down  the  hill,  (the  ground  being  descending  towards  the 
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"  east) ;  the  plaintiff  advanced  once  or  twice  after  that  towards 
"  the  defendant  in  a  threatening  attitude,  and  ihe  defendant  pushed 
"  him  off  with  more  violence  and  a  greater  distance  each  time, 
''  and  the  last  time,  the  plaintiff  fell  to  the  ground ;  the  plaintiff 
*^  then  advanced  towards  the  defendant  again,  and  as  he  advanced 
*'  picked  up  a  stone,  and  raised  his  hand  as  if  to  throw  it,  when 
*^  the  defendant  sprang  forward  and  seized  him  and  threw  him  on 
"to  the  ground  with  some  violence  and  held  him  down,  when  the 
"plaintiff  asked  him  what  he  wanted.  The  defendant  replied 
"  that  he  wanted  him  to  put  down  that  stone ;  the  plaintiff  refused 
"  to  do  so,  when  the  defendant  struck  him  several  blows  on  the 
"  side ;  the  plaintiff  then  relinquished  the  stone,  and  the  defendant 
"  released  him,  and  the  parties  separated.  And  that  during  this 
"affray,  the  plaintiff  received  some  slight  injuries  on  his  face  and 
"  hip,  and  an  injury  in  the  back  part  of  his  neck,  which  has  re- 
"  suited  in  rendering  his  neck  stiff.  It  appeared  that  there  had 
"been  an  unfriendly  feeling  between  the  parties  for  some  time 
"previous  to  this  affray. 

"  If  from  the  foregoing  fticts  and  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  the 
"  court  should  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  guilty,  the 
"  referees  find  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  one  hundred  dollars  dam- 
"ages,  and  his  costs.  If  from  the  foregoing  facts  and  the  plead- 
"ings  in  the  case,  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defend- 
"ant  is  not  guilty,  they  find  for  the  defendant  to  recover  his 
"  costs." 

The  county  court,  April  term,  1851, —  Bennett,  J.,  presiding, 
— pro  forma,  rendered  judgment  upon  the  report  for  the  plaintiff. 
Exceptions  by  the  defendant. 

Briggs  Sf  Conant  for  defendant. 

S,  H.  lAdges  and  B.  L.  Ormshee  for  plaintiff. 

Tlie  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  This  case  is  brought  here  on  a  report  of  referees, 
on  which  the  county  court  rendered  judgment  pro  forma  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  question  has  arisen  whether  under  the  replication 
of  de  injuria  to  the  plea  of  son  assatdt  demesne  evidence  can  be 
received  and  a  recovery  had  for  an  excessive  battery.     This  re- 
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plication  is  considered  merely  as  a  simple  denial  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  plea,  and  the  evidence  should  be  confined  to  the  facts  there 
stated,  as  thej  only  are  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings. 

Under  the  English  practice  and  by  a  uniform  course  of  de- 
cisions in  their  courts  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  evidence  of  an 
excessive  battery  could  not  be  received  under  this  issue.  A  new, 
assignment  would  be  necessary,  making  the  excessive  battery  the 
sobetantive  ground  of  recovery,  as  they  consider  the  only  matter 
put  in  issue  under  such  a  state  of  pleading,  is  the  inquiry,  Who  - 
first  commenced  the  assault  ? 

A  different  rule  has  however  been  adopted  in  Massachusetts, 
15  Mass.  Rep.  365,  and  in  New  Hampshire,  2  N.  H.  Rep.  347 ; 
and  also  in  this  State  in  the  case  of  Elliot  v.  KiJbum,  2  Yt.  Rep. 
474.  In  these  last  cases,  the  courts  held  the  averment  ^Uhat  the 
"defendant  used  no  greater  force  than  was  necessary  for  his  de- 
"fense,^  to  be  the  material  part  put  in  issue  by  the  replication, 
and  consequently  evidence  showing  that  more  force  was  used,  and  * 
that  an  excessive  battery  was  committed,  was  properly  admissible 
as  being  within  the  issue  formed.  The  pleadings  in  this  case  are 
similar  to  those  in  the  2d  of  Yt.  and  the  question  now  presented 
was  there  considered  and  decided,  and  we  are  not  at  liberty  to 
treat  the  question  as  open  for  further  consideration.  So  far  there- 
fore as  the  admission  of  testimony  under  this  issue  is  concerned, 
there  is  no  reason  for  reversing  tlie  judgment  of  the  county  court. 

But  from  an  examination  of  this  case,  as  it  appears  from  the 
exceptions  and  the  report  of  referees,  we  think  a  rehearing  must 
be  had  in  the  case,  for  the  reason,  that  no  facts  are  found  upon 
which  a  judgment  can  be  rendered  under  the  issue  formed  by  the 
pleadings.  The  pleadings  present  two  questions  of  fact  to  be 
tried  and  decided.  Did  the  plaintiff  commit  the  first  assault,  and 
if  so,  did  the  defendant  use  any  more  force  than  was  necessary  in 
his  defense? 

On  these  questions  the  referees  have  made  a  special  report  of 
the  testimony  which  they  admitted  and  heard,  and  from  which 
they  should  have  found  the  facts  whether  the  first  assault  was 
made  by  the  plaintiff,  and  whether  the  defendant's  battery  was 
excessive.  But  these  facts  are  not  found  in  the  case.  The  ref- 
erees have  expressed  no  opinion  on  the  subject  and  have  drawn 
no  conclusions  fix)m  the  testimony  whatever.     There  is  no  ques- 
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tion  of  law  arising  in  the  case.  The  referees,  after  reporting  the 
testimony,  say,  if  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is 
guilty  then  they  find  for  the  plaintiff,  otherwise  for  the  defendant. 
Now  when  no  question  of  law  exists,  it  is  not  for  this  court  to 
say  whether  the  defendant  is  guilty  or  not  guilty.  That  is  a 
question  exclusively  to  be  found  by  the  referees  or  the  county 
court.  It  has  uniformly  been  held  that  this  court  can  try  no 
question  that  is  to  be  ascertained  by  weighing  evidence  or  draw- 
ing inferences  therefrom.  It  is  the  duty  of  this  court  only  to  de- 
cide upon  such  legal  questions  as  may  arise  upon  facts  previously 
ascertained  and  found  to  be  true. 

Possibly  the  difficulty  might  have  been  avoided  if  the  county 
court  had  drawn  their  inferences  from  the  testimony  and  facts  re- 
ported by  the  referees,  or  had  they  tried  the  case  on  the  report 

t 

and  rendered  a  judgment  thereon,  as  the  facts  might  have  been 
considered  as  impliedly  found  in  such  judgment.  But  the  ques- 
tions not  having  been  considered  in  either  place,  and  the  judgment 
being  pro  forma  merely,  we  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  give  such  an 
effect  to  the  judgment.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must 
be  reversed,  so  that  on  another  trial,  the  facts  involved  in  the  issue 
of  this  case,  may  be  found. 


Marshall  Alexander  v.  Bank  of  Rutland. 

Book  Account.    Agency, 

The  Bank  of  Rutland  applied  to  one  Burdick  to  get  out  a  quantity  of  stone  con- 
formable  to  a  model  which  he  had  furnished,  (for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the 
vault,  of  the  said  Bank,)  and  also  to  do  the  work.    Burdick  refused  either  to  get 
the  stone  or  do  the  work.    They  next  inquired  if  he  could  not  see  to  the  getting 
out  of  the  stone,  and  to  the  doing  of  the  job.    Burdick  replied  that  he  knew 
men  whom  he  could  employ  to  do  the  work,  and  that  he  would  see  to  it  as  much 
as  he  could  without  neglecting  his  business  on  the  Railroad.    The  Bank  told  him 
to  go  on,  get  out  the  stone,  and  do  the  job.    Thereupon  Burdick  employed  &e 
plaintiff  to  do  the  work  for  the  Bank;  and  upon  these  facts,  it  was  heid, — that 
Burdick  was  the  agent  of  tlie  Bank ;  that  the  account  of  plaintiff  was  properly 
charged  to  the  Bonk,  .and  that  they  were  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  labor  thus 
performed. 
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Book  Account.  The  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Judgment 
to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  was 
appointed,  who  reported  the  facts  substantially  as  follows  : 

The  plaintiff  was  employed  by  one  John  M.  Burdick,  to  quarry 
and  get  out  of  a  certain  ledge  in  Shrewsbury,  a  quantity  of  stone 
for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  vault  of  the  Rutland  Bank,  that 
the  plaintiff  performed  the  services,  and  incurred  the  expenses 
charged  in  his  account.  That  the  blocks  of  stone  which  were  got 
out  by  plaintiff,  were  drawn  and  delivered  near  the  banking  house 
in  Rutland,  by  certain  other  persons,  who  were  em^yed  by  said 
Burdick,  and  that  he  employed  some  other  persons  to  do  some 
parts  of  the  job  of  getting  out  stone  for  repairing  said  vault;  that 
the  cashier  of  the  bank,  by  direction  of  its  officers,  had  paid  two 
or  three  bills  to  persons  so  employed,  after  said  bills  had  been  cer- 
tified to  be  correct,  by  said  Burdick.  That  the  president  and 
cashier  of  said  Bank  applied  to  said  Burdick  to  make  some  alter- 
ation and  repair  upon  the  vault  of  said  Bank  ;  after  some  conver- 
sation between  the  parties,  about  the  cost  of  the  job,  and  a  model 
of  the  size  and  form  of  the  necessary  blocks  had  been  prepared  or 
procured  by  said  Burdick,  the  said  president  and  cashier  requested 
said  Burdick  to  go  on  and  do  the  job.  Burdick  replied  that  he 
was  to  work  upon  the  Railroad,  and  could  not  do  the  job ;  he  was 
then  asked  if  he  could  see  to  getting  out  the  stone,  and  the  doing 
of  the  job ;  he  replied  that  he  knew  of  some  men  whom  he  could 
employ  to  do  the  work,  and  would  see  to  it  as  much  as  he  could 
without  neglecting  his  business  upon  the  Railroad  ;  he  was  there- 
upon told  by  said  president  and  cashier  to  go  on,  get  out  the  stone, 
and  do  the  work.  Soon  after,  said  Burdick  employed  the  plaintiff 
to  quarry  said  stone  according  to  the  model,  and  informed  him  for 
what,  purpose  they  were  wanted,  and  told  him  when  he  got  through 
to  make  out  and  present  his  bill  for  the  work  and  it  would  be  paid. 
The  blocks  of  stone  quarried  as  above  stated  by  the  plaintiff,  have 
not  been  used  in  repainng  said  vault,  and  still  remain  near  said 
banking  house  where  they  were  left  when  drawn.  The  account 
of  the  plaintiff  was  examined,  on  the  trial  before  the  auditor,  by 
said  Burdick,  and  by  him  approved,  as  being  correct  and  reason- 
able. 

The  county  court,  April  term,  1851, —  Bennett,  J.,  presiding, 
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rendered  judgment  upon  said  report  for  the  defendant.  Excep- 
tions by  plaintiff. 

S.  FuUam  and  01  H.  Orosby  for  plaintiff. 

The  report  finds  that  the  work  was  done  for  defendant  at  their 
request — that  Burdick  refused  to  do  the  work — and  that  defend- 
ant directed  him  to  go  on,  hire  men,  and  see  to  the  job. 

The  law,  in  such  cases,  implies  a  contract  to  pay,  unless  it  is 
controlled  by  a  contract  with  some  other  person,  which  in  this  case 
is  not  found. 

,  This  is  a  mere  case  of  agency  and  nothing  else,  and  unless  we 
recover  of  defendant,  we  must  lose  our  work.  Burdick  is  not  lia- 
ble to  us.     Paley  on  agency  139. 

S.  H.  Hodges  for  defendant. 

The  only  questions  arising  in  this  case,  are  questions  of  fact ; 
and  upon  these,  the  decision  below  is  final.  K  anything  had  been 
found  afiirmatively,  which  the  evidence  had  no  tendency  to  prove, 
the  error  might  have  been  corrected  here.  In  this  instance  the 
county  court  acted  entirely  in  the  negative,  and  merely  declined  to 
infer  from  the  circumstances  reported  by  the  auditor,  that  there 
was  a  contract  between  these  parties.  Error  cannot  be  predica- 
ted of  this  without  determining  upon  the  weight,  as  well  as  the 
bearing  of  the  testimony,  and  pronouncing  it  conclusive  upon  the 
triers.  Birchard  v.  Palmer,  18  Vt.  203.  Stone  v.  Foster^  16  Vt. 
546. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  It  is  admitted  in  this  case,  that  the  services  were 
rendered,  and  expenditures  made  by  the  plaintiff,  as  allowed  by 
the  auditor.  But  the  defendants  claim  that  they  are  not  account- 
able to  the  plaintiff;  that  they  never  employed  him,  and  that  no 
privity  of  contract  exists  between  them.  We  learn  from  the  case 
that  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  one  John  M.  Burdick,  to  per- 
form these  services,  but  it  is  insisted  that  Burdick  acted  as  the 
agent  of  the  Bank  in  so  doing,  and  was  authorized  to  employ  him 
for  that  purpose,  and  whether  he  was  such  agent  or  not  is  the 
question  in  the  case.  If  he  was  the  agent  of  the  Bank  and  em- 
ployed the  plaintiff  as  such,  the  account  was  properly  charged  to 
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the  Bank,  otherwise  the  account  should  not  have  heen  so  charged, 
and  the  defendants  are  not  responsible  in  this  action.     The  auditor 
in  his  report  does  not  say  expressly  that  he  was  agent,  but  has  re- 
ported specially  the  facts  in  the  case,  which  he  has  found  from  the 
testimony  before  him,  and  referred  the  question  of  agency,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  to  the  decision  of  the  court,  and  this  he  had  a  right 
to  do.     If  he  had  neglected  to  decide  and  report  the  facts  in  the 
case,  the  report  should  have  been  recommitted,  but  questions  of 
law  he  may  refer  to  the  court,  and  the  court  will  dispose  of  the 
case  as  they  would  if  the  facts  had  been  found  by  a  special  verdict 
of  a  jury, — indeed,  the  report  of  an  auditor  in  that  form,  assumes 
the  character  of  a  special  verdict.     The  finding  of  the  auditor  is 
equally  as  conclusive  upon  the  facts  as  reported,  and  the  law  arising 
from  those  facts,  is  as  much  to  be  settled  by  the  court  in  one  case 
as  the  other.     There  is  no  complaint  but  that  the  facts  are  all 
found  in  the  case,  unless  it  be  the  want  of  an  express  statement 
whether  he  was  agent  or  not.     But  this  is  a  conclusion  of  law 
from  the  facts  reported.     If  these  facts  had  been  found  by  a  jury, 
or  if  they  were  contained  in  a  letter  or  other  writing,  addressed  to 
Burdick,  its  construction  and  effect,  whether  he  was  agent,  and  the 
extent  of  his  powers  as  such,  would  have  been  for  the  court  to 
have  construed  and  decided,  and  it  is  equally  so,  when  the  facts 
are  reported  by  an  auditor.     This  effect  was  given  to  facts  so 
found  in  the  case  of  Collins  v.  Emmett^  1  H.  Bla.  Rep.  313.     How- 
ard V.  Bailey  J  2  H.  Bla.  Rep.  618.     Ward  v.  'Shaw,  9  Bing.  Rep. 
708.     Hogg  v.  Smith,  1  Taunt.  347.     Chitty  on  Cont.  214  note  (d.) 
If  this  case  was  pending  before  a  jury,  and  the  fact  of  the  employ- 
ment of  Burdick  was  disputed,  or  if  the  question  arose  whether 
one  was  a  general  agent,  and  it  was  to  be  found  from  the  acts  of 
the  principal  w  inferred  from  a  general  employment,  the  case 
might  involve  questions  proper  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury. 
But  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  court  in  such  case,  to  have 
charged  the  jury  upon  the  facts  as  they  should  find  them,  and  di- 
rect them  when  the  facts  would  constitute  him  an  agent,  and  when 
not.     32  E.  Com.  Law  Rep.  336.     Todd  v.  RoMnson,  1  Ry.  & 
Moo.  217.     Gilman  v.  Eobinsony  1  Car.  &  Payne  642.     Eaton  v. 
Jfefl;  5  Bam.  &  Aid.  34.    Prescott  v.  Flinn,  9  Bing.  Rep.  19.     So 
when  the  fact«  are  ascertained  by  an  auditor,  or  in  any  other  way 
judicially,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of  the  court  to  say,  whether  from 


226  RUTLAND  COUNTY- 

Alexander  v.  Bank  of  Rutland. 

these  facts  be  was  constituted  the  legal  agent  of  the  party,  as  much 
so  as  it  was  their  duty  in  the  other  case,  to  give  it  in  charge  to  the 

Regarding  this  question  in  that  light  we  are  led  to  see  whether 
the  facts  reported  by  the  auditor,  authorized  Burdick  to  employ 
the  plaintiff  to  perform  those  services  for  the  Bank.  We  find 
from  the  report  that  the  Bank  fii*st  applied  to  Burdick  to  get  the 
stone  conformable  to  a  model  which  he  had  furnished,  and  also  to 
do  the  work.  Burdick  refused  either  to  get  the  stone  or  do  the 
Work,  as  he  was  at  work  upon  the  Railroad  and  could  not  do  it. 
In  this,  it  is  evident  that  Burdick  refused  to  place  himself  in  the 
position  of  a  contracting  party  in  relation  to  that  work.  When 
therefore,  they  next  inquired  "  if  he  could  not  see  to  the  getting 
out  the  stone  and  doing  the  job*'  they  could  not  have  intended  to 
have  made  a  virtual  renewal  of  that  proposition  which  he  had  just 
declined,  and  when  Burdick  replied,  ^  that  he  knew  men  whom  he 
could  employ  to  do  the  work  and  would  see  to  it  as  much  as  he 
could  without  neglecting  his  business  on  the  Railroad,'*  he  evident- 
ly did  not  suppose  he  was  contracting  a  relation  which  he  had  just 
before  refused  to  take  upon  himself.  It  could  not  have  been  so 
understood  by  cither  of  the  parties,  and  when  the  Bank  told  him 
to  go  on,  get  out  the  stone,  and  do  the  job,  they  could  have  expect- 
ed only  that  he  should  employ  these  men  for  them,  and  give  such 
•oversight  as  he  should  be  able,  consistent  with  his  other  engage- 
ments. If  the  work  on  the  road  prevented  him  from  ever  going 
near  the  Bank  or  the  work,  they  had  no  reason  to  complain,  for 
he  had  made  no  engagement  inconsistent  therewith.  The  Bank 
desired  him  to  employ  the  men,  as  better  knowing  those  bcstqual-. 
ified  and  competent  for  that  purpose,  and  his  obligation  extended 
no  further  than  to  exercise  his  best  judgment  in  that  respect,  and 
to  extend  that  oversight  over  the  work,  that  his  engagements  with 
the  Railroad  would  permit.  On  these  facts,  can  it  be  supposed 
that  if  the  men  had  refused  to  do  the  work,  or  had  done  it  in  an 
unsuitable  manner,  Burdick  would  have  been  responsible.  lie 
would,  if  he  is  to  be  considered  as  a  contracting  party,  and  to  say 
that  he  would  be  liable,  would  be  placing  him  in  a  position  which 
he  had  positively  refused  to  take.  He  manifestly  undertook  simply 
to  exercise  his  best  judgment  in  employing  men  for  them  to  do 
that  work,  and  to  see  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  done,  if  hb 
other  engagements  wouljd  allow. 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1852.  227 

Alexander  v.  Bank  of  Rutland. 

The  plaintiff  evidently  had  the  same  understanding  at  the  time 
of  his  employment  by  Burdick:  For  Burdick  informed  him,  that 
the  Bank  of  Rutland  wanted  the  work  done;  and  the  purposes  and 
objects  for  which  the  stone  were  wanted,  and  directed  him  when 
he  got  through,  to  make  out  and  present  his  bill  and  it  would  be 
paid.  He  did  finish  the  work,  and  called  upon  the  Bank  for  pay- 
ment ;  the  work,  therefore,  was  not  done  upon  the  credit  of  Bur- 
dick, but  of  the  Bank.  Manifestly  the  whole  case  bears  the  im- 
press of  a  contract  made  between  this  plaintiff  and  the  Bank, 
through  Burdick  as  their  agent.  6  Wend.  Rep.  475,  Liu' 
coin  y.  Battle.  Evidently  this  plaintiff  can  sustain  no  action 
against  Burdick  for  that  work;  for  Burdick  made  known  his 
principal,  and  took  upon  himself  no  personal  obligation  to  pay  him, 
as  appears  from  the  circumstance  that  the  services  were  not  ren- 
dered relying  upon  him  for  payment,  but  were  charged  to  the 
Bank. 

The  law  is  well  settled  that  **  where  an  agent  makes  known  his 
"  principal,  or  where  there  are  circumstances  showing  at  the  time, 
^  that  it  was  understood  that  he  intended  to  make  the  contract  on 
"  behalf  of  his  principal,  the  contract  is  entirely  the  principal's,  and 
"  the  agent  incurs  no  liability."  "  And  where  an  act  of  the  agent 
^  will  admit  of  more  than  one  construction,  the  court  will  adopt 
"  that  which  will  bind  the  principal,  and  not  that  which  will  bind 
"the  agent  only."  Dyer  v.  Burkam,  25  Maine  Rep.  13.  Story 
on  Agency,  §  154.  2  Kent's  Com.  631,  830.  22  Wend.  Rep. 
244. 

The  fact  stated  in  the  auditor's  report,  that  other  persons  em- 
ployed by  Burdick  in  the  same  work,  were  paid  by  the  Bank,  ex- 
erts a  very  controling  influence  upon  this  question.  Its  effect 
might  possibly  have  been  lessened,  if  not  destroyed,  if  it  had  ap- 
peared that  the  payment  was  made  on  the  account  of  Burdick. 
But  standing  as  it  does,  it  is  a  direct  ratification  of  Burdick's 
agency  in  making  such  employments,  and  of  their  obligation  to 
pay  those  thus  employed.  BouUon  v.  Arlsdeuy  1  Salk.  234.  Pa- 
ley  on  Agency,  139.     32  Com.  Law  Rep.  338,  by  Tendal,  Ch.  J. 

We  think,  therefore,  Mr.  Burdick  must  be  regarded  as  the  agent 
of  the  Bank,  and  as  having  been  empowered  to  employ  the  plain- 
tiff to  perform  those  services  for  them,  for  which  this, action  is 
brought,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  re- 
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versed,  and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
specified  in  the  auditor's  report 


The  Brandon  Iron  Company  v.  Holla  Gleason. 

Attaching  Creditors,     Subsequent  Attaching  Creditors.    LiabiKty 

of  Officer,     Corporations, 

An  attachment  creates  a  Sen,  and  places  tiie  property  in  tiie  custody  of  tiie  law 
to  respond  the  judgment  and  execution  that  shall  be  obtained  thereon;  and  as 
against  subsequent  attachments,  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  due  form  and 
course  of  law,  is  as  necessary  as  the  attachment  itself.  So  is  also,  the  issuing 
of  an  execution  on  that  judgment,  and  duly  char;^ng  the  property  therewith. 

And  if  several  creditors  attach  the  same  property,  and  the  first  attaching  creditor, 
(his  claim  being  large  enough  to  absorb  all  the  property,)  by  an  agreement  with 
the  debtor,  takes  all  the  property  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  and  discontinues 
his  suit;  though  by  this  agreement  his  title  may  be  good  as  against  the  debtor; 
as  against  the  subsequent  attaching  creditors,  who  perfect  their  tien,  by  judg- 
ment and  execution,  it  will  give  no  title  to  the  property,  and  can  have  no  effect, 
unless  their  assent  was  also  obtained. 

So,  also,  if  the  attaching  officer  permits  the  property  to  pass  into  the  hands  of  the 
first  attaching  creditor  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  under  such  an  agreement,  the 
officer  is  not  protected  by  this  application  of  the  property,  and  it  is  no  legal  ac- 
counting for  the  same,  therefore  he  will  be  held  liable  to  the  subsequent  attach- 
ing creditors  who  perfect  their  Hen ;  the  first  attaching  creditor  having  lost  by 
the  discontinuance  of  his  suit,  the  lien  created  by  his  attachment,  and  by  the 
agreement  acquired  no  claim  or  title  to  the  property,  as  against  the  officer  at 
subsequent  attaching  creditors. 

A  Corporation  will  not  lose  its  corporate  existence  by  having  ceased  to  do  busi 
ness  after  April,  1841,  to  February,  1852,  and  by  disposing  of  their  personal 
property,  and  neglecting  to  choose  corporate  officers  in  that  time ;  and  though  a 
legal  surrender  may  he  presumed,  where  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time,  there  has 
existed  an  entire  non  user  of  corporate  franchises,  and  a  neglect  to  choose  cor- 
porate officers,  still,  the  lapse  of  time  required  for  that  purpose  has  never  been 
decided  in  this  State. 

The  case  Munger  v.  Fletcher^  2  Vt.  524,  conmiented  upon. 

Trespass    on   the    Case,  brought  against  the  defendant 
Gleason,  as  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  Chittenden,  in  two  counts. 
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for  not  keeping  and  delivering  several  articles  of  personal  proper- 
ty, for  thirty  days  after  the  rendition  of  judgment,  to  respond  the 
said  judgment,  attached  by  him  as  such  Sheriff*,  at  the  suit  of  the 
plaintiffs  against  one  David  French.  The  plaintiffs  made  no  claim 
for  the  property  which  was  sold  on  the  execution  of  Wm.  Ran- 
dall, the  surplus  of  which  was  paid  over  to  plaintiffs  on  their  exe- 
cution. 

Plea,  general  issue  and  trial  by  jury,  April  term,  1 85 l,f— Ben- 
nett, J.,  presiding. 

The  following  is  the  Officer's  return  upon  the  writ  in  favor  of 
the  Brandon  Iron  Co,  v.  David  French : 

STATE  OF  VERMONT,^  February  22d,  1845. 

Chittenden  County,  ss.  )  Then  by  virtue  of  'this  writ,  and 
by  ^Urection  of  A.  B.  Maynard,  Esq.,  agent  for  attorneys*  for 
plaintiffs,  I  attached  as  the  property  of  the  within  named  defend- 
ant, three  horses,  one  stage  wagon,  one  lumber  wagon,  one  one- 
horse  wagon,  two  cutters,  one  sleigh  partly  finished,  one  lumber 
sleigh,  one  one-horse  wagon,  one  double  harness,  one  concord 
wagon,  and  on  the  same  day  I  delivered  to  the  within  named  Da- 
vid French  a  true  and  attested  copy  of  this  writ,  with  a  list  of  the 
property  so  attached,  with  this  my  return  thereon  indorsed.  The 
above  attachment,  subject  to  an  execution  in  my  hands  for  collec- 
tion, for  about  ninety  dollars  in  favor  of  one  Landon,  also  to  one 
attachment  in  favor  of  Chauncey  W.  Conant. 

(Signed) 
•  RoLLA  Gleason,  Sheriff, 

The  following  is  the  officer's  return  upon  the  execution  in  favor 
of  the  Brandon  Iron  Co*  v.  David  French* 

STATE  OF  VERMONT,)  March  23,  1848. 

Chittenden  County,  ss.  )  Then  I  repaired  with  this  exe- 
cution, to  the  usual  place  of  abode  of  David  French,  the  within 
named  debtor,  in  Williston,  and  there  demanded  the  damages  and 
costs  contained  in  this  execution,  with  the  legal  interest  thereon, 
with  all  legal  charges  for  serving  the  same,  and  the  said  David 
French  having  refused  and  neglected  to  pay  and  satisfy  said  exe- 
cution with  costs  of  service,  I  seized  by  virtue  of  this  execution, 
one  stage  wagon,  the  proper  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  David 
French,  and  on  the  same  day  I  advertised  at  the  Inn  of  David 
French,  in  Williston,  that  said  wagon  would  be  sold  at  ])ublic  ven- 
due at  said  French's  Inn,  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  then  next. 
And  having  safely  kept  said  wagon,  and  the  said  David  French 
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having  failed  to  redeem  the  same  l)y  otherwise  satisfying  this  ex- 
ecution and  the  charges  of  the  officer  thereon,  I,  at  said  French's 
Inn,  in  Williston,  on  the  11th  day  of  April  aforesaid,  sold  at  pub- 
lic vendue,  said  wagon  to  William  H.  French  of  Williston,  the 
highest  bidder  for  said  wagon,  for  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars,  and 
the  officer's  costs  and  charges  in  proceeding  thus  far  being  the 
sum  of  four  dollars  and  three  cents,  and  the  money  arising  from 
the  sale  of  said  wagon,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars, 
deducting  said  officer's  costs  and  charges  therefrom,  leaves  to  be 
indorsed  on  this  execution  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said 
wagon,  the  sum  of  ten  dollars  and  ninety-seven  cents.  There 
having  been  attached  on  the  original  writ,  upon  which  judgment 
has  been  obtained  and  this  execution  issued,  one  one-horse  wagon, 
two  cutters,  one  new  sleigh  partly  finished,  one  lumber  sleigh,  one 
one-horse  wagon,  and  one  concord  wagon,  subject  to  an  execution 
in  favor  of  William  Randall,  and  against  David  French,  which 
execution  was  in  my  hands  for  collection,  and  having  sold  said 
property  on  said  execution,  there  remained  after  satisfying  the  same, 
tiie  sum  of  one  dollar  and  twenty-six  cents,  in  part  satisfaction  of 
this  execution,  which  said  sums  of  ten  dollars  and  ninety-seven 
cents,  and  one  dollar  and  twenty-six  cents,  I  have  paid  over  to 
the  creditor  within  named,  in  part  satisfaction  of  this  execution, 
and  I  return  this  execution  into  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court 
from  whence  it  issued,  unsatisfied  except  as  above. 

(Signed)  Attest, 

RoLLA  Gleason,  Dep.  Sheriff. 

STATE  OF  VERMONT,)  April  14,  1848. 

Chittenden  County^  ss.  )  Then  and  at  several  other  times, 
on  diligent  seiirch  throughout  my  precinct,  I  cannot  find  either 
any  goods,  chattels  or  estate  of  the  within  named  David  French 
whereon  to  make  further  service  and  levy  of  this  execution,  as 
therein  required. 

(Signed)  Attest, 

RoLLA  Gleason,  Dept,  Sheriff, 

On  trial,  the  averments  in  the  declaration  in  reference  to  the 
writ,  attachment,  judgment  and  execution,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs 
against  David  French  were  proved  as  alledged,  except  so  far  as 
modified  by  the  returns  of  the  defendant  upon  said  writ  and  exe- 
cution. The  defendant,  in  addition  to  his  returns,  proved  the 
prior  attachment  of  the  property  in  question,  upon  a  writ  in  favor 
of  Chauncey  W.  Conant  against  said  David  French,  which  was 
duly  entered  in  court,  in  reference  to  which  it  appeared,  that  said 
French  was  indebted  to  said  Conant,  in  a  sum  far  exceeding  the 
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value  of  all  the  property  attached,  and  that  before  any  judgment 
was  obtained,  in  either  suit,  the  said  French  at  the  request  of  said 
Conant,  turned  out  and  said  Conant  received  all  the  property 
which  is  attached  and  is  not  accounted  for  in  the  defendant's  re- 
turn upon  the  execution,  (said  Conant  being  fully  aware  of  the 
existence  of  the  Brandon  Iron  Co.'s  suit,)  in  part  satisfaction  of 
the  said  Cbnant's  claim  against  said  French  at  its  full  value,  and 
upon  an  agreement  that  his  suit  should  be  discharged  or  discon- 
tinued which  was  accordingly  done.     It  appears  that  the  plain- 
tiff were  a  corporation,  and  ceased  to  do  active  business  after  the 
first  of  April,  1841,  at  which  time  all  of  its  personal  property  in 
possession  was  bought  by  the  said  Chauncey  W.  Conant, —  that 
at  this  time  the  stockholders  were  three  in  number,  John  Conant, 
and  his  two  sons,  John  A.  Conant,  and  the  said  Chauncey  W. 
Conant,  all  of  Brandon,  who  owned  the  stock  in  nearly  equal  pro- 
portions, no  corporate  officers  having  been  appointed  since  April, 
1841.     That  at  this  time,  and  ever  since,  the  stock  was  regarded 
of  no  value  by  the  stockholders,  the  effects  of  the  corporation  not* 
being  in  their  estimation  sufficient  to  pay  its  debts ;  that  the  said 
John,  John  A.,  and  Chauncey  W.  Conant  remained    the  stock- 
holders till  after  the  commencement  of  the  suits  against  said 
French,  and  the  turning  out  of  the  property  attached  by  the  said 
Chauncey,  and  the  discontinuance  of  his  suit.     That  previous  to 
the  closing  of  active  business  of  the  company,  in  1841,  the  said 
John  A.  Conant  acted  as  the  general  agent  of  said  company ;  that 
during  this  time  said  Chauncey  W.  was  an  active  participator  and 
manager  of  certain  departments  of  the  business  of  the  company, 
connected  with  the  carrying  on  and  management  of  their  furnace, 
and  the  manufacture  of  iron  in  Brandon ;  but  that  after  1841,  the 
said  John  A.  Conant  had  the  sole  charge  of  collecting  the  demands 
and  closing  up  the  concerns  of  the  corporation,  and  that  it  was  by 
his  direction  that  the  suit  against  French  was  instituted,  and  that 
the  arrangement  by  which  the  property  attached  was  turned  out 
to  the  said  Chauncey  W,  Conant,  was  without  his  knowledge,  or 
that  of  the  plaintifl>,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  considered  as 
given  by  the  said  Chauncey  W.,  as  one  of  its  stockholders. 

The  court  intimated,  that  they  should  charge  the  jury  that  if 
tlie  property  thus  attached  was  thus  appropriated  in  part  satisfac- 
tion of  C.  W.  Conant's  debt,  honestly  and  at  its  fair  value,  that 
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this  was  a  sufficient  accounting  for  the  property  thus  appropri- 
ated and  a  bar  to  the  plaintiffs*  suit  so  far  aa  that  part  of  the 
property  was  concerned.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  insist  upon  their 
claim  to  any  other  portion  of  the  property  attached,  and  the  jury 
on  the  above  instructions  and  charge  of  the  court  returned  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  subject  to  exceptions.  And  to  the  above 
charge  of  the  court  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

C  L,  Williams  and  £,  N.  Brings  for  plaintiffs. 

The  only  way  in  which  the  defendant  endeavors  to  avoid  his 
liability  to  the  plaintiffs,  is  by  ^bowing  that  the  property  attached 
was  regularly  disposed  of  to  satisfy  a  prior  lien  in  favor  of  Chaun- 
cey  W.  Conant 

This  lien,  we  insist,  was  lost  by  the  discontinuance  of  said  Ck)- 
nant's  suit.  ffaU,  admr,  v.  Wdlhridge,  2  Aiken  215.  Murray  et 
al.  V.  JSldridge,  2  Vt.  388. 

If  a  formal  confession  of  judgment  as  in  the  case  of  IfaU  v. 
Wallnidge,  or  a  regular  adjudication  upon  the  question  of  the  de- 
fendant's indebtedness  but  upon  an  earlier  day  than  the  return 
day  of  the  writ,  as  in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  Eldridge  (upon  which 
confession  and  judgment  the  property  attached  was  formally  dis- 
posed of)  would  operate  to  discharge  a  lien  created  by  an  attach- 
ment, much  more  would  a  simple  turning  out  and  receiving  of  the 
property  in  discharge  of  the  debt  have  such  an  effect. 

The  fact  that  French  was  indebted  to  C.  W.  Conant  and  that 
the  property  was  "  appropriated  in  part  satisfaction  of  C.  W.  Co- 
nan  t's  debt  honestly  and  at  its  full  value,"  can  make  no  difference 
with  the  plaintiffs  rights.  The  same  might  have  been  said  in  ref- 
erence to  the  disposition  of  the  property  in  the  cases  above  cited 
from  2  Aiken  and  2d  Vt. 

The  difficulty  is,  the  property  was  not  legally  disposed  of,  so  far 
as  the  plaintiffs'  rights  to  it  were  concerned. 

By  the  plaintiffs*  attachment,  the  property  was  taken  from  the 
control  of  those  previously  interested  in  it  and  placed  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  law,  or  of  the  defendant  as  its  officer,  to  await  the  de- 
termination of  the  plaintiffs'  suit,  and  while  this  was  its  situation 
the  defendant  could  permit  no  disposition  of  it,  except  such  as  the 
law  provided,  without  rendering  himself  liable. 
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A,  B,  Mctynard  and  E»  J.  Phelps  for  defendant. 

1.  The  application  of  the  attached  property  in  good  faith  in  sat- 
isfaction  of  the  prior  attachment,  is  an  answer  to  this  action 
against  the  sheriff,  inasmuch  as  the  amount  of  the  prior  attach- 
ment far  exceeded  the  whole  value  of  the  property.  Munger  V. 
Fletcher,  2  Vt.  524. 

2.  The  assent  of  Chauncey  W.  Conant  to  the  arrangement, 
was  under  the  circumstances  binding  upon  the  other  two  stock- 
holders and  a  justification  to  the  defendant. 

Though  originally  a  corporation,  for  more  than  four  years  pre- 
vious to  this  transaction  the  corporate  rights  of  the  company  had 
lapsed  and  been  virtually  surrendered.  During  this  period  they 
had  neither  organization,  corporate  officers,  business  or  property. 
Their  stock  was  nominal  and  worthless,  and  held  by  only  three 
stockholders,  John,  John  A.,  and  Chauncey  W.  Conant.  Under 
these  circumstances,  though  they  must  of  course  sue,  in  the  corpo- 
rate name,  on  demands  accrued  to  the  corporation  when  in  existence, 
they  had  no  other  corporate  rights.  They  stood  as  three  partners 
or  joint  creditors^  and  the  act  of  one,  (in  the  absence  of  the  collu- 
sion) bound  the  others.  Ang.  &  Ames  on  Corp.,  Chap.  21,  Sec 
4.  SUe  V.  Blo<m  et  al.y  19  Johns.  456.  2  Kent  Com.  250.  Penr 
niman  v.  Briggs,  1  Hopkins  Ch.  300.  Ptvjield  et  oL  v.  Skinner^ 
11  Vt.  296.     8  Cowen387. 

Especially  would  this  be  true  of  the  act  of  Chauncey  W.  Co- 
nant who  bought  in  the  sole  remains  of  the  ^^  institution "  at  the 
time  its  concerns  were  wound  up,  and  was  from  that  time  the  only 
person  really  in  interest. 

3.  The  court  will  not  reverse  a  judgment  to  enable  a  plaintiff 
to  recover  nominal  damages,  especially  where  upon  common  law 
principles  he  ought  not  to  recover  costs.  JBidlock  v.  Bench  et  a/., 
3  Vt.  73. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Is  HAM,  J.  This  is  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defendant 
as  sheriff  of  Chittenden  county,  for  not  keeping  and  delivering  cer- 
tain articles  of  personal  property  attached  by  him  as  such  sheriff, 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs  against  David  French. 

The  case  shows  the  disposition  of  all  the  property  attached. 
No  claim  is  made  for  that  part  of  the  property  which  was  sold  on 
XXIY.  16 
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the  execution  of  Wm.  Eandall,  the  surplus  of  which  was  paid 
over  to  the  plaintiffs  on  their  execution.  But  they  claim  to  hAve 
all  the  property  embraced  in  the  officer's  return  applied  on  their 
execution  which  was  not  disposed  of  on  the  execution  of  Wm. 
Randall. 

In  relation  to  this  property,  we  learn,  that  previous  to  the 
plaintiffs'  attachment,  it  had  been  attached  at  the  suit  of  C.  W. 
Conant,  and  which  had  priority  of  lien  over  the  attachment  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  that  his  claim  exceeded  in  value  all  the  property 
attached.  We  learn  also,  that  after  these  several  attachments 
were  made,  Mr.  Conant,  by  an  arrangement  with  Mr.  French, 
received  all  the  property  included  in  the  officer's  return  and  which 
has  not  been  otherwise  properly  accounted  for,  at  its  full  value, 
and  which  was  applied  in  part  satisfaction  of  his  claim  and  attach- 
ment against  French,  and  under  an  agreement  which  was  carried 
into  effect,  that  the  attachment  and  suit  of  Conant  should  be  dis- 
charged and  discontinued.  It  is  under  this  arrangement  and  ap- 
plication of  this  property  on  his  debt,  that  Mr.  Conant  claims  title 
to  this  property  not  only  as  against  Mr.  French,  but  also  as 
against  the  plaintiffs  as  subsequent  attaching  creditors,  and  the 
defendant  also  relies  upon  this  agreement  and  appropriation,  as 
legally  accounting  for  the  property  by  him  attached.  And  if  by 
this  agreement  Mr.  Conant  has  perfected  a  legal  title  to  this  prop- 
erty, it  is  evident  that  the  property  attached  by  the  defendant  has 
all  been  accounted  for,  and  he  is  not  liable  in  this  suit.  But  if 
that  arrangement  was  insufficient  to  convey  such  title,  or  if  his 
lien  by  virtue  of  his  attachment  is  lost,  by  a  discharge  and  discon- 
tinuance of  the  suit,  then  the  defendant  is  responsible  in  this  suit 
for  the  property  received  by  Mr.  Conant  and  appropriated  on  his 
debt. 

In  the  case  of  ITall  v.  Walbridgey  2  Aik.  Rep.  215,  it  was  held 
that  successive  liens  by  attachment,  and  in  favor  of  different  cred- 
itors could  be  created  on  the  same  property.  The  same  principle 
was  recognized  in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  Eldrige^  2  Vt.  Rep.  888, 
and  in  relation  to  the  rights  of  subsequent  attaching  creditors 
where  their  proceedings  to  judgment  and  execution  have  been 
regularly  taken,  the  court  use  this  language :  "  that  they  have 
"  thereby  established  their  right  not  only  to  the  surplus  of  said 
^  property,  after  the  plaintiffs'  lien  should  be  satisfied,  but  to  the 
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**  whole  of  the  property  if  the  lien  of  the  prior  attaching  creditors 
**  should  not  be  perfected." 

No  practical  inconvenience  has  been  found  to  follow  from  this 
rale,  and  we  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  its  correctness  to  the  extent 
to  which  it  has  been  carried  by  the  former  decisions  of  this  court. 
The  question  in  this  case  is  therefore  narrowed  down  to  the  sim- 
ple inquiry,  whether  Mr.  Conant  has  so  perfected  his  title  under 
his  attachment  and  agreement  with  French,  as  to  give  him  a  good 
right  to  this  property  as  against  the  plaintiffs.     The  statute  has 
been  uniform  in  relation  to  the  rights  of  attaching  creditors  and 
the  steps  necessary  to  be  taken  to  perfect  their  right  to  the  prop- 
erty attached.    The  attachment  creates  a  lien,  and  places  the 
property  in  the  custody  of  the  law  to  respond  the  judgment  and 
execution  that  shall  be  obtained  thereon.     As  against  subsequent 
attachments,  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  due  form  and  course 
of  law  is  as  necessary  as  the  attachment  itself.     So  is  also  the 
issuing  of  an  execution  on  that  judgment  and  duly  charging  the 
property  therewith.     And  as  these  proceedings  are  in  invitum 
there  should  be  a  general  and  substantial  compliance,  at  least, 
with  all  the  requirements  of  the  statute.     Upon  this  principle  it 
was  held  in  the  case  of  HaU  v.  WalbriSge^  that  a  confession  of 
judgment  in  a  suit,  before  the  act  allowing  the  same,  would  dis- 
charge a  lien  created  by  the  attachment,  as  no  judgment  had  been 
rendered  upon  the  process,  on  which  the  attachment  was  made, 
and  the  property  was  held  by  the  subsequent  attaching  creditors. 
So  also  in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  Eldridge  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered by  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  a  few  days  before  the  time 
specified  in  the  writ,  and  its  effect  was  to  discharge  the  lien  cre- 
ated by  the  attachment,  and  the  property  was  held  by  subsequent 
attachments.     In  that  case  the  court  say,  "  the  moment  in  which 
**the  action  was  discontinued,  or  a  judgment  obtained  by  confes- 
"  sion,  or  in  any  other  way  not  in  the  regular  prosecution  of  the 
**  action,  the  lien  of  the  subsequent  attaching  creditors  was  per- 
"fected  to  the  whole  of  the  property,  the  property   ceased  to 
"be  holden  by  the  first  attachment."     These  decisions  must  be 
decisive  upon  the  question  arising  in  this  case,  for  if  the  applica- 
tion of  the  property  upon  the  debt  in  those  cases,  under  a  judg- 
ment and  sale  on  the  execution  superadded  to  the  assent  and 
agreement  of  the  parties  was  ineffectual  to  perfect  the  creditor's 


236  RUTLAND   COUNTY. 

Brandon  Iron  Company  v,  Gleason. 

title,  much  less,  as  in  this  case,  will  such  an  application  have  that 
effect,  under  the  simple  agreement  of  the  original  debtor. 

The  case  of  Munger  v.  Fletcher^  2  Vt.  Rep.  524,  has  been 
urged  by  the  defendants  as  sustaining  the  right  of  Mr.  Conant  to 
this  property  under  his  agreement  with  Mr.  French.  In  that 
case  the  property  of  one  Fisk  was  attached  at  the  suit  of  six  dif- 
ferent creditors,  and  under  an  arrangement  with  Fisk  and  the  five 
first  attaching  creditors,  the  property  was  sold,  against  the  con- 
sent  of  the  last  creditor,  and  the  avails  of  the  sale  held  by  the  offi- 
cer to  respond  the  judgment  and  executions  that  should  be  ob- 
tained. All  the  creditors  perfected  their  lien  and  attaclmient  by 
obtaining  judgment,  issuing  executions  thereon,  and  duly  charg- 
ing the  property  therewith.  The  last  attaching  creditor  brought 
his  suit  and  claimed  that  the  lien  of  the  other  creditors  was  lost, 
and  that  the  property  was  subject  to  liis  attachment  alone.  The 
court  held  that  as  the  avails  of  the  sale  were  not  sufficient  to  pay 
the  first  attachment,  the  action  could  not  be  sustained,  and  that 
the  claim  of  the  different  creditors  were  not  lost  by  that  arrange- 
ment and  sale.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  that  case  all  the  cred- 
itors perfected  their  resi)ective  attachments  by  proceeding  to  judg- 
ment, issuing  executions  and  charging  the. property  attached  there- 
on, and  it  is  upon  this  ground  that  the  court  placed  their  decision. 
If  the  officer  had  neglected  to  account  for  the  property  or  its 
avails  and  tlie  several  creditors  had  prosecuted  him  therefor,  the 
first  attaching  creditor  would  have  recovered  the  whole,  as  the 
avails  of  th^  sale  were  not  sufficient  to  pay  his  debt.  The  last 
creditor,  therefore,  having  sustained  no  damage,  could  sustain  no 
action,  and  the  officer  liaving  paid  the  avails  of  the  sale  to  the 
first  creditor,  he  had  applied  the  property  as  it  would  have  been 
recovered  of  him.  But  in  this  case,  if  Mr.  Conant  retains  the 
property,  it  is  applied  in  a  different  manner  from  what  it  could 
be  recovered. 

Mr.  Conant  by  discontinuing  his  suit  and  neglecting  to  prose- 
cute to  judgment,  can  sustain  no  action  against  the  sheriff  for  the 
property  attached,  as  he  has  no  lien  thereon  for  that  purpose. 
The  plaintiffs  are  the  only  attaching  creditors  who  have  perfected 
their  lien  by  judgment  and  execution,  and  they  alone  can  sustain 
their  action  against  the  officer  therefor.  Upon  the  principle  and 
authority  of  that  case,  even  the  attaching  creditors  must  perfect 
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their  lien  under  their  attachment,  so  that  the  officer  can  apply  the 
•property  on  those  debts  secured  by  attachment  and  satisfy  the 
claims  of  those  who  have  a  right  to  call  upon  him  for  it.  As  Mr. 
Conant  had  no  such  right,  the  defendant  is  not  protected  by  his 
claim  or  lien,  in  permitting  the  property  to  pass  into  his  hands. 

As  against  Mr.  French  the  title  of  C.  W.  Conant  may  be  good, 
as  by  his  agreement  he  will  be  estopped  to  deny  Conant's  title. 
But  this  can  have  no  effect  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  unless  their 
assent  was  also  obtained.  The  fact  that  Mr.  Conant  was  a  stock- 
holder in  the  Brandon  Iron  Company  at  the  time  of  his  arrange- 
ment with  French,  can  furnish  no  evidence  of  such  assent,  for  he 
at  that  time  was  in  interest  adverse  to  that  of  the  corporation,  in 
no  way  its  representative,  or  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  corpora- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  after  1841  the  general  agency  and  charge 
of  the  debts  of  the  corporation  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  John 
A.  Conant,  and  he  alone  could  act  as  agent  in  its  behalf. 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  plaintiffs  have  lost  their  corporate 
existence  by  having  ceased  to  do  business  after  April,  1841,  and 
by  disposing  of  their  personal  property  and  neglecting  to  choose 
corporate  officers  since  that  period,  and  that  in  consequence  of  it 
the  stockholders  stood  in  relation  to  the  toncems  of  that  compa- 
ny as  partners,  which  rendered  the  act  of  C.  W.  Conant  in  mak- 
ing that  arrangement  binding  upon  all. 

We  are  not  prepared  to  say,  even  if  that  relation  existed,  that 
the  act  of  C.  W.  Conant,  situated  as  he  was,  would  have  that  ef- 
fect upon  the  others  interested ;  much  less  are  we  authorized  to 
say,  from  any  fact  appearing  in  the  case,  that  the  plaintiffs  have 
lost  their  corporate  existence,  or  are  incapable  of  exercising  their 
corporate  franchises.  That  they  had  a  charter,  and  a  legal  cor- 
porate existence  under  that  charter,  and  were  duly  organized, 
has  not  been  put  in  issue  by  plea  in  abatement,  or  in  bar.  1 1  Vt. 
Rep.  393,  Bank  v.  Allen, 

And  where  a  charter  has  been  granted  and  an  organization  ef- 
fected under  it,  the  question  whether  there  has  been  a  forfeiture 
<jf  that  charter,  or  a  surrender  of  its  franchises,  caimot  be  tried, 
so  as  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  corporation,  in  this  collateral  or 
incidental  manner.  On  the  question  of  forfeiture,  it  can  only  be 
tried  by  the  writ  oi  scire  facias  or  qiu)  warranto  in  direct  proceed- 
ings between  the  corporation  and  the  State  granting  the  charter; 
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and  until  judiciallj  determined  there  has  been  no  forfeiture,  al- 
though a  cause  therefor  may  exist.  State  v.  ^ssex  Bankj  8  Vt. 
Rep.  489.  7  Conn.  Rep.  45.  15  Pick.  Rep.  351.  5  Mass.  Rep. 
230.  5  John  Ch.  366.  Ang^  &  Ames  on  Corpt.  664.  So,  to 
constitute  a  legal  surrender  of  a  charter,  there  must  be  an  act  of 
the  corporation  to  that  effect,  and  an  acceptance  of  the  same  by 
the  government  granting  the  charter.  In  England  it  is  effected 
by  deed  to  the  King,  which  must  be  enrolled.  1  Salk.  192.  2 
Kyd.  on  Corpt.  465.  In  this  country  by  acceptance,  and  the  au- 
thorities are  uniform,  that  it  is  of  no  avail  until  accepted.  2 
Kent's  Com.  358,  last  ed.  Ang.  &  Ames  on  Corpt.  658.  24 
Pick.  Rep.  49.  15  Pick.  Rep.  351.  7  Conn.  Rep.  45.  This 
doctrine  is  fully  recognized  in  New  York,  though  they  have  found 
the  necessity  of  qualifying  the  rule  in  relation  to  those  charters 
where,  in  a  certain  event  the  individual  stockholders  are  made 
personally  liable — where,  for  the  sake  of  the  remedy  and  in  favor 
of  creditors,  they  will  presume  k  virtual  surrender.  2  Kent  Com. 
358.  1  Hop.  300.  8  Conn.  387.  Aside  from  that  particular 
purpose.  Chancellor  Kent  remarks  that  "  The  old  and  well  estab- 
'^  lished  principle  of  law  remains  good  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  cor- 
"  poration  is  not  to  be  deemed  dissolved  by  reason  of  any  misuser 
"  or  nonuser  of  its  franchises,  until  the  default  has  been  judicially 
"  ascertained  and  declared."  2  Kents  Com.  359.  4  Paige  Ch. 
Rep.  481,  Wilde  v.  Jenkins,  It  is  probably  true  that  a  legal  sur- 
render may  be  presumed  where,  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time, 
there  has  existed  an  entire  nonuser  of  corporate  franchises,  and 
a  neglect  to  choose  corporate  officers.  Such  has  been  the  general 
received  doctrine  in  this  State,  and  was  recognized  in  Penfield  v. 
Skinner,  11  Vt.  Rep.  296.  But  the  lapse  of  time  required  for 
that  purpose  has  never  been  decided.  In  Slee  v.  Brown,  5  Johns. 
399,  it  was  held  that  two  years  would  have  no  such  effect.  So, 
also,  in  Russell  v.  McLeland,  14  Pick.  63.  A  nonuser  for  ten 
years  was  held  not  to  work  a  forfeiture,  or  loss  of  corporate  fran- 
chises, 7  Conn.  Rep.  47.  In  Regina  v.  BaUvas,  1  P.  Wm.'s  207, 
it  was  held  by  Pakker,  Ch.  J.,  that  after  twenty-two  years,  a  va- 
cancy in  an  office  under  the  charter  could  not  be  filled,  though 
Powell,  J.,  dissented,  and  thought  an  election  might  be  made  on 
a  charter  day.  It  is  upon  the  ground  alone,  of  a  presumed  sur- 
render of  the  charter,  that  evidence  of  nonuser  of  corporate  fran- 
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chises  can  be  received.  This  case  does  not  require  a  more  defi- 
nite determination  as  to  the  length  of  time  necessary  to  raise 
such  presumption ;  as  no  doubt  is  entertained  that  there  has  not 
been  such  a  neglect  by  this  corporation,  in  the  use  of  their  corpo- 
rate franchises,  as  will  operate  as  a  dissolution  of  its  charter. 

The  plaintiffs  therefore,  having  still  their  legal  existence,  and 
not  having  assented  to  the  arrangement  of  C.  W.  Conant  with 
Mr.  French,  cannot  be  concluded  by  that  arrangement,  and  the 
defendant  must  be  held  responsible  for  not  keeping  and  delivering 
up  on  demand,  the  property  for  which  this  action  was  brought. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  therefore  be  reversed. 
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Chancery,     The  Answer.    Fraud, 

When  the  defendant  is  not  supposed  to  possess  personal  knowledge  in  regard  to  the 
facts  set  forth  in  the  bill,  and  in  his  answer  does  not  profess  any,  the  answer  is 
not  to  be  token  as  evidence  of  the  tmth  of  its  denial,  and  therefore,  required  to 
be  overcome  by  something  more  than  the  testimony  of  one  witness.  In  such 
cases  it  leaves  the  matter  of  facts,  upon  the  proofs  in  the  case. 

The  surrender  of  a  fictitious  or  forged  bond,  hold  by  the  creditor,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  surety,  where  the  same  was  of  no  possible  use  to  the  surety,  except,  as  a 
matter  in  terrorem,  is  nothing  for  which  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  on  exoner- 
ation of  the  surety. 
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An  indorsement  made  to  a  bank  under  an  express  written  agreement  from  the 
pr^identf  that  the  indorser  should  never  be  holden  upon  the  indorsement,  would 
be  inoperativef  as  a  fraud  upon  the  bank ;  and  a  parol  agreement,  to  that  effect, 
could  not  be  received  to  contradict  or  explain  the  indorsement,  imless  to  show 
fraud  in  the  indorser. 

And  even  if  the  fact  was  fully  established  in  a  court  of  equity,  it  would  still  im- 
pose upon  the  indorser,  the  obligation  to  refund  to  an  innocent  purchaser  of  the 
note,  whatever  sum  he  should  be  induced  to  pay  out  in  faith  of  the  indorsement, 
which  was  apparently  valid  and  binding.  Qttcre,  As  to  how  far  notice  to  de- 
fendants, of  a  defense  claimed  before  purchase,  will  deprive  them  of  this  equity. 

Bedfield,  J.  Cases  of  this  kind  should  be  tried  in  the  court  of  chancery  before 
they  are  brought  into  this  court,  &c. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  facts  of  the  cas^  suf- 
ficiently appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

D,  Roberts,  Jr,,  for  orator. 

P,  Isham  and  J.  S.  Rohinson  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  dehvered  by 

Redfield,  J.  This  bill  is  brought  to  compel  the  defendants 
to  deliver  up  to  be  cancelled,  or  perpetually  be  enjoined  from  sue- 
ing  the  plaintiff  upon  certain  notes  indorsed  by  the  orator,  to  the 
Bank  of  Bennington,  (and  which  were  purchased  by  the  defend- 
ants of  the  receiver  of  that  Bank,)  on  the  ground  of  frM'ul  in  the 
Bank,  in  obtaining  them,  and  failure  to  perform  the  >tii)ulation8 
and  conditions  upon  which  they  were  obtained,  and  also  the  im- 
proper surrender  of  other  collateral  securities. 

It  is  first  alledged,  that  in  the  month  of  October,  1840,  at  the 
city  of  New  York,  S.  C.  Raymond,  the  president  of  the  Bank  of 
Bennington,  agreed  to  loan  to  George  C.  Knight,  of  the  same  city, 
eleven  thousand  dollars.  That  the  loan  was  made  to  Knight  upon 
certain  promissory  notes,  bills  and  drafts,  drawn  by  various  per- 
sons for  various  sums,  a  schedule  of  which  is  set  forth.  It  is  also 
alledged,  that  Knight  gave  his  own  note  for  the  amount  of  the 
loan,  and  also  a  bond  signed  by  "  L.  Loomis  and  others,"  for  $15,- 
000,  as  security. 

After  this  loan,  and  before  payment  or  the  surrendering  of  any 
of  the  securities.  Knight  applied  to  that  Bank,  for  an  additional 
loan  of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  which  Raymond  agreed  to  make 
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upon  having  an  additional  bond  for  ten  thousand  dollars.  Ray- 
mond's letter  stating  the  conditions  of  the  loan  in  detail,  is  set  forth 
in  the  bill ;  upon  this  second  contract  it  is  alledged,  the  bank  made 
sundry  advances,  but  to  what  amount  is  not  alledged. 

And  on  the  13th  day  of  March,  1841,  Raymond  co-operating 
with  said  George  C.  Knight  and  one  Palmer  Cleaveland,  to  injure, 
defraud  and  deceive  the  orator,  proposed  to  said  Cleaveland  to  pro- 
cure the  orator's  indorsement  to  secure  the  Bank  of  Bennington 
for  Knight's  indebtedness  to  them.  And  the  three  applied  to  the 
orator  and  requested  him  to  indorse  three  promissory  notes  to  the 
Bank  of  Bennington,  amounting  to  fourteen  thousand  dollars,  and 
to  induce  him  to  make  the  indorsement,  represented  to  the  orator, 
that  the  Bank  held  the  securities  before  named,  and  which  they 
concurred  in  declaring  to  your  orator  were  sufficient  to  protect 
him  in  his  indorsement.  And,  therefore,  he  indorsed  the  notes 
drawn  by  Cleaveland,  payable  to  the  orator,  and  they  passed  into 
the  hands  of  the  Bank.  And  it  was  agreed  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
dorsement, that  the  orator  should  not^be'called  upon  to  pay  the 
notes,  but  they  should  be  met  by  the  arrangement  hereinafter  set 
forth,  between  Raymond,  Knight  and  Cleaveland.  This  was  done 
without  any  consideration,  benefit  or  advantage  to  the  orator,  and 
so  understood  by  Raymond  at  the  time. 

The  contract  made  at  the  time,  between  Knight,  Cleaveland  and 
Raymond,  is  set  forth  in  the  bill,  in  haec  verba.  By  this  it  would 
seem  that  in  consideration  of  receiving  Loomis'  notes  or  security 
for  $14,000  of  Knight's  indebtedness  to  the  Bank,  Raymond  agreed 
to  loan  $5,000,  every  thirty  days,  to  the  mining  company,  on  con-  • 
dition  that  Cleaveland's  notes,  indorsed  by  orator,  should  be  paid 
promptly,  at  maturity.  The  indorsement  of  $14,000  by  Loomis, 
is  denominated  in  this  contract,  "  as  satisfactory  security  for  the 
sum  of  $14,000,  for  and  on  account  of  the  liabilities  of  said  George 
C.  Knight  to  the  said  Bank  of  Bennington." 

This  contract  was  at  the  same  time  assigned  by  Cleaveland  to 
the  orator,  as  collateral  security  for  his  indorsements.  The  pay- 
ments under  this  contract  were,  by  the  terms  of  the  assignment,  to 
go  to  the  orator,  if  Cleaveland  did  not  meet  the  notes  indorsed  by 
the  orator,  at  maturity,  until  the  orator  should  be  fully  indenmi- 
fied,  but  if  Cleaveland  met  these  notes  then  the  assignment  was  to 
have  no  effect. 
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Bajmond  also  gave  Knight  a  receipt  for  the  notes  indorsed  bj 
the  orator,  the  obligation  of  which  was  ^'  to  place  them  to  the  credit 
of  Knight  when  collected." 

The  orator  alledges  that  the  Bank  did  not  perform  this  contract 
on  their  part,  in  that  they  refused  to  make  the  loan  as  stipulated. 
[The  loans  were,  by  express  condition,  made  to  depend  upon  the 
payment  of  Cleaveland's  notes  being  paid  at  maturity.] 

The  orator  further  alledges,  that  before  he  made  the  indorse- 
ment for  security  of  Knight's  indebtedness  to  the  Bank  of  Ben- 
nington, they  had  in  addition  to  the  securities  above  named,  $15,- 
000  of  bills  of  the  Citizen's  Bank,  Augusta,  Maine,  and  also  a 
large  amount  of  notes,  bills  and  checks,  a  list  of  which  is  set  forth 
in  the  bill.  And  subsequently,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
orator,  Raymond,  (on  behalf  of  the  Bank,)  entered  into  a  secret 
agreement  with  Knight,  by  which  a  portion  of  the  securities  were 
surrendered  up  to  him,  and  the  principal  portion,  upon  which  the 
orator  chiefly  relied  for  his  indemnity,  and  which  Raymond  rep- 
resented as  being  ample,  at  the  time  the  orator  made  the  indorse- 
ment. And  on  that  occasion,  the  said  Raymond  gave  said  Knight 
a  writing  agreeing  to  surrender  all  collateral  securities  held  by  the 
Bank,  upon  being  secured  $7,000  in  William  Matson's  note,  and 
also  the  notes  of  Palmer  Cleaveland  indorsed  by  the  orator,  and 
remaining  unpaid  to  the  amount  of  $9,000,  and  also  the  note  of 
the  mining  company  for  $5,000.  This  agreement  was  made  on  the 
23d  of  June,  1841. 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  most  of  the  other  securities  were 
surrendered,  and  Knight  and  Cleaveland  have  become  altogether 
insolvent ;  orator  has  requested  the  Bank  to  give  up  the  notes  in- 
dorsed by  him  to  be  cancelled,  which  they  decline  to  do.  On  the 
fifteenth  day  of  November,  1841,  the  Bank  of  Bennington  failed 
and  became  insolvent,  and  by  the  order  of  the  chancellor,  their  ef- 
fects went  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and  two  of  the  notes  in- 
dorsed by  the  orator,  went  into  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  and  on 
the  12th  day  of  November,  1845,  were  sold  at  public  auction,  to 
the  defendants,  for  a  small  sum,  but  how  much  the  orator  is  not 
informed. 

The  defendant  Fay  has  sued  the  $4,000  note,  in  Bennington 
County,  by  summoning  Lyman  Atwater  as  trustee. 

Prayer — For  perpetual  injunction  against  collecting,  or  nego- 
tiating either  of  said  notes. 
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We  have  thus  given  a  minute  synopsis  of  the  entire  bill.  The 
defendants  are  not  supposed  to  possess  any  personal  knowledge  in 
regard  to  the  facts,  and  in  their  answer  do  not  profess  any.  They 
deny  substantially  all  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  from  which  any 
liability  could  fairly  be  deduced. 

We  are  not  inclined  to  regard  the  answer  under  such  circum- 
stances, as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  its  denial,  and  therefore  re- 
quired to  be  overcome  by  something  more  than  the  testimony  of 
one  witness.  It  merely  leaves  the  matter  of  fact  upon  the  other 
proofs  in  the  case. 

The  first  charge  against  the  Bank  of  Bennington,  is  the  loan  of 
eleven  thousand  dollars,  and  taking  security  by  way  of  a  bond  of 
fifteen  thousand  dollars,  and  then  surrendering  the  bond  af^er  ob- 
taining the  indorsement  for  $14,000,  as  collateral  security  fortius 
sum.  This,  it  is  attempted  to  be  inferred,  was  done  by  a  secret 
arrangement  between  Knight  and  Raymond,  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintifil 

The  great  defect  in  this  charge  and  in  the  proof  is,  that  this 
bond  was,  as  to  the  only  name  relied  upon,  a  fictitious  security,  a 
mere  fraud,  and  as  to  all  the  other  signers,  wholly  worthless.  The 
proof  is  abundant,  and  wholly  uncontradicted,  upon  this  point  In 
this  part  of  the  transaction,  the  Bank  of  Bennington,  through  Ray- 
mond, seem  to  have  been  made  the  victims  of  one  of  the  most 
bare-faced  frauds  ever  perpetrated.  And  one  cannot  help  fearing 
that  Knight  must  have  had  accomplices,  and  how  many  and  whom, 
it  is  easy  to  conjecture,  but  difficult  to  know. 

This  bond  was  of  no  possible  use  to  Knight's  sureties  except,  as 
a  matter  in  terrorem,  and  the  surrender  of  such  a  right  by  the 
creditor,  is  nothing  for  which  a  court  of  equity,  will  decree  an  ex- 
oneration of  the  sureties.  And  it  is  not  very  satisfactorily  proved 
that  Raymond  consented  to  the  surrender  of  this  bond,  such  as  it 
was.  It  is  probable,  that  Mitchell  connived  at  Knight's  taking  it, 
but  Raymond  expressly  denies  any  such  agreement  or  expectation 
on  his  part. 

The  charge  in  the  bill,  in  regard  to  the  twenty  thousand  dollar 
loan,  may  be  dismissed  by  saying  it  was  never  carried  into  effect. 
All  the  proof  upon  this  point,  renders  that  absolutely  certain. 

There  remains  then,  the  contract  of  the  13th  of  March,  1841, 
by  which  the  plaintiff''s  indorsement  of  Palmer  Cleaveland's  notes 
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for  $14,000  was  obtained.  In  regard  to  this,  it  is  charged  first, 
that  the  indorsement  was  fraudulently  obtained  by  a  virtual  con- 
spiracy between  Raymond,  Cleaveland  and  Knight.  And  second- 
ly, that  the  securities  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  rely 
at  the  time  of  making  his  indorsement,  and  which  it  was  repre- 
sented to  him  were  ample,  were  surrendered  to  Knight  without 
the  plaintiff's  knowledge,  and  in  fraud  of  his  rights.  It  is  also 
claimed,  that  the  consideration  for  the  indorsement  on  the  part  of 
the  Bank  was  not  performed  by  them  or  by  Raymond. 

In  re^rd  to  the  first  point,  the  orator  relies  upon  the  testimony 
of  Knight,  Thaddeus  Spencer,  George  A.  Loomis,  and  others. 
But  it  does  not  seem  to  us,  that  it  can  fairly  be  said  that  there  is 
any  proof  of  any  fraud  practiced  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  obtaining 
his  indorsement ;  or  at  all  events,  that  Raymond  participated  in 
any  such  fraud.  There  is  no  proof  whatever,  that  Raymond  ever 
made  any  representations  himself  to  plaintiff,  or  that  he  ever  made 
any  specific  representations  to  others,  which  he  authorized  them 
to  communicate  to  plaintiff,  or  that  any  such  were  made  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  coming  from  Raymond,  which  he  did  rely  upon  ;  nor 
is  there  anything  in  the  case,  to  show  that  Raymond  ever  made 
any  assertion  as  to  safety  of  plaintiff,  in  making  such  indorsements, 
which  he  did  not  believe  at  the  time  to  be  true. 

But  there  are  some  obvious  features  about  the  transaction  which 
tend  very  fully  to  satisfy  us,  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  reliance  at 
the  time,  upon  any  representations  of  Raymond. 

1.  He  knew,  and  all  knew,  that  Raymond  stood  in  an  antago- 
nist attitude  to  Knight,  and  Cleaveland,  and  plaintiff;  Raymond 
was  endeavoring  to  get  security  for  Knight's  former  indebtedness 
to  the  Bank  of  Bennington*  And  he  stood  alone  almost,  except 
his  son  was  present,  for  some  purpose,  and  whether  to  aid  his 
father  or  help  himself  is  not  certain. 

2.  Knight  was,  and  always  remained,  to  the  time  of  giving  his 
testimony,  the  tried  and  confidential  friend  of  the  plaintiff.  Spen- 
cer says  he  (Knight,)  first  proposed  getting  the  plaintift^'s  indorse- 
ment. And  although  Spencer  says,  Raymond  joined  with  the  others 
in  giving  assurances,  of  the  perfect  safety  of  Judge  Loomis  in  in- 
dorsing, and  others  testify  that  it  was  never  expected  Judge  Loomis 
would  pay  these  indorsements,  Knight  does  not  so  represent  the 
matter.     He  says  expressly,  that  plaintiff  was  induced  to  make 
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the  indorsements,  at  the  request  of  Cleaveland,  Spencer  and  him- 
self, not  naming  Raymond.  And  the  reason  he  assigns,  for  their 
uniting  in  this  effort  is,  that  they  were  all  interested  in  the  Lead 
Company,  and  that  is  no  doubt  the  true  reason. 

And  Knight,  when  asked  by  whom  it  was  expected  these  notes 
would  be  paid  if  Cleaveland  failed  to  pay  them,  said  he  did  not 
know,  "  But  I  supposed  Luther  Loomis  would  be  called  upon  to 
pay  them,"  which  is  certainly  a  very  obvious  inference  under  the 
circumstances.  Now  it  is  undeniable,  that  this  witness,  with  all 
his  sins  upon  him,  and  they  seem  to  be  manifold,  has  stated  the 
plain  unvarnished  truth  about  this  transaction.  It  is  corroborated 
by  all  the  circumstances  in  the  case,  and  by  all  the  other  testimony 
in  the  case  that  is  reliable  or  credible. 

It  is  impossible  for  any  sensible  man  to  believe  George  A. 
Loomis*  testimony,  as  to  the  admission  of  Raymond,  at  the  time 
he  was  giving  his  testimony  to  be  used  in  this  case,  almost  in  ex- 
tremis,  and  still  admitting  to  the  son  of  the  plaintiff,  that  his  entire 
testimony  was  but  a  tissue  of  falsehood. 

3.  It  is  obvious  to  me  that  the  real  motive  on  the  part  of 
Knight,  Cleaveland,  Spencer,  and  Luther  Loomis,  in  procur- 
ing, and  in  giving  this  indorsement,  was  to  raise  the  credit  of 
the  Lead  Comi)any  stock.  They  were  all  deeply,  and  one  might 
almost  say  desperately  involved,  directly  and  indirectly,  as  owner 
and  liolders  of  this  stock.  While  Raymond,  at  that  time  had  little 
or  no  interest  in  this  stock ;  his  son  had  some  at  the  time,  and  it 
is  not  improbable  he  might  then  have  entertained  purposes  of  ad- 
venturing in  it  more  or  less  thereafter.  But  his  chief  object  seems 
to  have  been  to  put  his  money  and  that  of  the  Bank,  to  good  use 
and  keep  it  safe.  The  only  wonder  is,  that  he  could,  (after  being 
cheated  as  he  had,  by  Knight  and  others,)  have  made  the  slightest 
reliance  upon  their  professions. 

I  have  no  apprehension,  that  the  plaintiff,  or  Knight,  or  Ray- 
mond, perhaps,  expected  at  the  time,  that  plaintiff  would  be  called 
upon  to  pay  the  note  he  then  indorsed.  That  is  never  expected 
when  a  surety  signs  a  note.  But  to  say  that  from  such  an  ex- 
pectation is  to  be  extorted  the  agreement  that  his  indorsement 
should  not  impose  any  obligation,  is  certainly  a  very  liberal  inter- 
pretation of  reasonable  expectation.  The  truth  is,  he  did  know 
and  must  have  known,  that  he  would  be  holden  to  the  Bank,  as 
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Knight  says,  and  as  plaintiff  told  Raymond  in  the  presence  of 
Weed,  upon  the  failure  of  Cleaveland  to  pay.  An  express  writ- 
ten agreement,  that  he  should  not  be  holden,  would  have  been  in- 
operative as  a  fraud  upon  the  Bank,  and  a  parol  agreement  to  that 
effect  could  not  have  been  made  to  contradict  or  explain  the  in- 
dorsement, unless  to  show  fraud  in  the  indorsee. 

4.  It  is  obvious  to  us,  that  Loomis,  in  endorsing  Cleaveland's 
notes,  at  the  time  relied  a  good  deal  upon  the  contract  of  Ray- 
mond, which  was  then  assigned  to  him  as  his  security,  so  that  he 
could  obtain  the  $5,000  payments  to  reimburse  himself.  But  he 
mast  have  seen  by  the  very  writing  itself,  that  one  of  these  con- 
tracts was  not  dependent  upon  the  other.  His  endorsements 
were  expressly  stipulated  in  the  contract  as  satisfactory  security 
to  the  Bank  of  Bennington  for  that  amount  of  Knight's  indebted- 
ness to  them.  But  the  promised  loan  to  the  Lead  Company  was 
made  dependent  upon  two  conditions,  the  payment  of  Loomis'  en- 
dorsements, and  also  the  notes  upon  which  the  advances  were 
made  to  the  Lead  Company,  and  these  payments  were  expressly 
stipulated  to  be  made  promptly,  or  Raymond  should  not  be  bound 
to  make  further  loans  to  the  Lead  Company.  Now  as  Loomis  in 
my  belief  made  a  chief  reliance  upon  this  contract,  as  the  induce- 
ment or  security  to  him  for  making  the  indorsement,  if  Raymond 
had  essentially  failed  in  performing  on  his  part,  I  might  think  it 
reasonable  that  plaintiff  should  be  exonerated. 

But  it  seems  to  us,  that  the  failure  was  altogether  on  the  part 
of  Cleaveland  and  Loomis,  and  in  the  very  point  which  it  was  ex- 
pressly stipulated  should  excuse  Raymond  from  making  further 
advances  to  the  Lead  Company. 

A  great  deal  more  might  be  said  to  show  that  Raymond  prac- 
ticed no  fraud  in  obtaining  the  notes  indorsed  by  plaintiff,  and 
that  there  was  no  binding  stipulation  that  the  indorsements  should 
not   be  obligatory,  and  no  such  failure  to  perform  on  the  part  of 
Raymond  as  will  exonerate  Loomfb  from  the  obligation  incurred 
l>y  his  indorsement,  but  it  is  needless.     All  the  circumstances  and 
nost  of  the  express  testimony  upon  both  sides  tends  altogether  in 
'that  direction,  and  whatever  is  of  an  opposite  tendency  is  so 
alight,  or  attended  with  such  marks  of  doubt  or  distrust,  as  not  to 
shake  at  all  our  perfect  confidence  in  the  general  current  of  the 
testimony  upon  this  point. 
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In  regard  to  the  surrender  of  securities,  the  proof  is  more  per- 
plexing. After  reading  and  re-reading  till  I  have  become  hearti- 
ly tired  of  it,  I  have  not  been  able  to  feel  very  confident  upon 
this  point. 

Tlie  truth  is,  the  case  should  have  been  tried  in  the  court  of 
chancery,  and  if  one  chancellor  could  not  do  it,  another  should 
have  been  called  in.  The  counsel,  had  they  been  fully  aware  of 
the  embarrassment  of  an  attempt  to  settle  such  a  complicated  mat- 
ter of  account  in  this  court,  without  the  aid  of  explanations  in  de- 
tail, and  thus  virtually  performing  the  oilice  of  Master  and  Chan- 
cellor, under  the  greatest  disadvantages,  would  not  have  brought 
this  case  into  this  court,  in  the  shape  in  which  it  was  brought 
here. 

But  we  have  done  the  best  we  could.  We  see  nothing  in  the 
case  to  satisfy  us  that  proper  diligence  in  making  collections,  or 
in  attempting  to  make  them  has  not  been  used.  We  should  be 
inclined  to  believe,  that  under  the  circumstances  the  best  had  been 
done  that  could  have  been  in  that  respect. 

In  regard  to  surrender  of  securities,  or  more  properly  divert- 
ing them  from  the  bank  to  the  private  use  of  S.  C.  Raymond,  or 
his  son,  to  the  detriment  of  the  bank,  and  of  Knight's  sureties  to 
the  bank,  we  have  entertained  more  hesitation  and  more  doubt 
And  if  a  proper  account  of  this  matter  had  been  taken  in  the 
court  of  chancery  by  an  experienced  master,  and  with  the  aid  of 
the  parties  and  counsel  at  hand,  to  give  the  necessary  explana- 
tions, we  think  it  probable  something  might  have  been  made  out 
to  the  advantage  of  the  orator,  and  if  that  had  been  done,  we 
should  not  have  felt  inclined  to  disturb  it,  unless  upon  the  most 
clear  and  satisfactory  perception  of  its  falsity.  But  that  not  hav- 
ing been  done,  the  case  comes  before  us  under  very  great  difficul- 
ties, as  we  have  said. 

We  must  now  be  able  to  see  clearly,  that  there  has  been  such  a 
diversion  of  the  securities,  uppn  which  the  plaintiff  was  justified 
in  relying  for  his  indemnity.  We  shall  j)robably  leave  this  in 
such  a  shape  that  if  the  orator  thinks  it  can  be  made  available  to 
him  he  may  apply  to  some  chancellor  to  have  a  specific  account 
taken  of  tlie  disi)osition  of  all  the  collateral  securities  held  by  the 
bank.     But  we  think  it  best  to  suggest  our  difficulties  here. 

The  indebtedness  of  Knight  lo  the  bank  is  very  much  beyond 
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that  o^  ^^  plaintiffs  suretyship,  and  if  it  should  be  shown  that  a 
portion  of  the  collateral  security  had  been  misapplied  or  improp- 
erly surrendered,  but  with  no  purpose  of  defrauding  plaintiff,  it 
would  still  remain  to  be  determined  whether  the  plaintiff  should 
be  excused  from  his  indorsement,  if  there  still  remained  over  and 
above  the  amount  of  such  securities,  so  lost  to  the  bank  an  amount 
of  indebtedness  equal  to  the  plaintiff's  indorsements. 

The  Citizens'  Bank  bills  worth  $1,000  is  one  of  these  items. 
If  Spencer  is  correct  in  saying  that  these  bills  at  the  time  of  the 
indorsements  being  made,  were  ehown  to  Luther  Loomis  at  all, 
of  which  I  think  there  is  some  doubt,  then  he  must  have  been 
aware  that  they  were  handed  over  to  Cleaveland,  as  that  was  no 
doubt  done  in  his  presence.  But  if  they  had  not  been  shown  to 
him  at  all  during  that  interview,  when  he  made  his  indorsement 
of  Cleaveland's  notes,  he  would  not  be  supposed  to  understand 
when  these  bills  were  handed  over  in  his  presence,  as  he  would 
if  he  knew  what  the  package  contained. 

But  if  they  were  shown  to  him,  which  is  perhaps  proved,  it 
will  be  natural  to  conclude  that  he  understood  they  were  going 
into  the  hands  of  the  mining  company,  as  was  agreed,  or  else  they 
would  not  have  been  immediately  handed  over  in  his  presence, 
which  seems  to  me  to  be  most  abundantly  proved.  The  only 
doubt  I  should  then  have  would  be  whether  he  did  not  make 
some  reliance  upon  them,  as  an  aid  towards  raising  the  credit  of' 
the  Lead  Company,  and  whether  from  what  was  said  he  was  not 
justified  in  this  expectation.  And  if  so,  whether  the  application^ 
of  these  bills  to  pay  Cleaveland's  debt  to  H.  S.  Raymond  would 
not  be  such  a  fraud  upon  Loomis  as  a  court  of  equity  ought  to  re-- 
gard,  is  worthy  of  consideration,  if  such  should  prove  to  be  the 
facts  in  the  case. 

As  to  Wilkie's  notes,  which  were  surrendered  at  that  time, 
and  the  Lead  Company  stock,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  much 
proof  that  they  were  of  any  available  value,  or  that  they  were 
even  in  a  situation  to  be  relied  upon  by  plaintiff  for  indemnity. 

The  Morris  notes  indorsed  by  Hall,  seem  to  have  been  made 
available  for  some  $5,000.  Raymond  says  they  were  always  his 
property,  and  never  pledged  for  the  security  of  the  Bank.  If  I 
do  not  forget,  Knight  says  they  were  once  holden  to  the  Bank ; 
but  by  his  consent  taken  by  Raymond.  If  it  should  be  necessary 
XXIY.  17 
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to  take  the  account,  this  can  be  looked  into.  And  so  of  all  the 
other  collaterals,  most  of  which  were  desperate  from  the  firstl 

Whether  the  attempt  on  the  part  of  Raymond,  to  save  to  him- 
self $5,000  of  the  plaintiff's  indorsement  to  the  Bank,  would  be 
regarded  as  such  a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiff  as  to  release  him,  u 
certainly  very  questionable.  It  is  clear  that  such  an  attempt  19 
fraudulent,  as  to  the  Bank,  and  seems  to  have  been  understood  by 
Raymond  as  a  matter  resting  chiefly  in  the  courtesy  of  the  Bankr 
We  hardly  see  how  it  should  be  regarded  as  exonerating  plaintiff* 

This  is  all  perhaps,  which  it  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  say  at 
present.  There  is,  however,  about  this  case  a  certain  air  which 
leads  all  right  minded  men  to  feel  where  the  real  justice,  as  be* 
twcen  these  parties,  lies.  But  it  is  a  view  not  hinted  at  very  di- 
rectly in  the  bill,  and  it  is  one  not  very  clearly  defined  in  the 
books.  It  is,  that  upon  payment  by  the  orator  to  the  defendants 
of  all  which  they  paid  the  Bank  for  these  notes,  and  all  costs  and 
expenses  out,  including  counsel  fees,  and  pay  for  their  own  time, 
the  notes  should  be  surrendered. 

Beyond  this  is  a  mere  penalty  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  is  taking 
money  out  of  his  pocket,  and  putting  it  into  that  of  the  defendants, 
without  any  equivalent.  It  is  punishing  one  man  and  rewarding 
another,  without  any  true  basis  in  moral  justice  or  equity.  The 
Bank  certainly  could  not  have  collected  of  plaintiff  more  than  suf- 
ficient to  indemnify  themselves.  If  they  see  fit  to  transfer  their 
rights  for  a  less  sum  than  is  due,  this  sum  ought  not  to  be  enforced 
against  a  mere  surety.  This  as  a  court  of  conciliation,  we  could 
very  cheerfully  recommend,  and  as  a  court  of  equity  in  the  last 
resort  should  rejoice  to  see  enforced. 

This  being  an  application  to  decree  a  specific  act,  a  court  of 
equity  may  annex  such  conditions  to  the  decree  as  they  judge 
proper  and  equitable,  and  make  a  decree  of  the  surrender,  of  the 
notes,  depend  upon  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money,  which  in 
moral  justice  they  might  deem  reasonable.  If  the  chancellor 
should  finally  bring  the  parties  to  this  point,  it  would  be  more  sat- 
isfactory to  us,  than  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  whole  sum, 
and  unless  this  can  be  done,  a  court  of  equity,  looking  at  the  un- 
certainty of  the  proofs  as  to  many  of  the  collaterals,  might  in  its 
discretion,  hesitate  to  decree  the  absolute  surrender  of  the  securi- 
iies,  which  ought  not  to  be  done  except  upon  the  fullest  and  most 
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satisfhctory  proof,  and  would  more  naturally  incline  to  leave  the 
parties  to  their  legal  rights  in  a  court  of  law,  where  a  jury  will 
often  administer  more  absolute  and  impartial  moral  justice  than 
can  be  done,  coijsistent  with  the  technical  rules  of  the  law. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed,  the  case  remanded  to 
the  court  of  chancery  to  be  there  tried  and  finished,  before  it  is 
sent  here  again. 

It  is  very  probable,  the  orator  may  deem  it  important  to  make 
some  alterations  in  the  form  of  his  bill,  or  he  may  not.  "We  have 
not  sufficiently  examined  the  subject  to  be  able  to  make  any  defi- 
nite mtimations  upon  this  point. 


The  all«gatioii8  in  the  bill,  which  is  attempted  to  be  sustained  by  proof,  and 
to  which  there  is  some  direct  Ustimony^  that  the  indorsement  was  made  under  an 
awurance  ftom  Ra^-moud,  that  the  plaintiff  should  never  be'holden  upon  the  in- 
dorsementj  if  fully  established  in  a  court  of  equity,  would  still  impose  upon  the 
plaintiff  the  obligation  to  refund  to  the  delendanta  whatever  sum  they  had  been 
induced  to  pay  out  in  faith  of  the  plaintiff^s  indorsement,  which  was  apparently 
valid  and  binding.  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule  in  a  court  of  equity, 
in  decreeing  the  surrender  of  deeds  and  other  Tv-ritings,  to  require  innocent  holders 
to  be  reimbursed  whatever  «ums  they  have  been  induced  to  advance  upon  the 
credit  of  such  contracts.  The  case  of  Bead  v.  Fgerion^  8  P.  Wms.  280,  where  the 
fint  mortgagee,  by  omitting  to  take  possession  of  the  title  deeds  of  the  estate,  put 
it  in  the  power  of  the  mortgagor  to  impose  upon  the  second  mortgagee,  and  then 
brought  a  bill  to  obtain  possession  of  the  deeds,  and  the  court  required  him  to  first 
pay  tiie  second  mortgagee  his  money.  In  2  Story  Eq.  Ju.  §  707,  p.  23,  seems  to  be 
an  authority  justifying  a  court  of  equity  if  they  should  decree  a  surrender  of  the 
notes  to  require  the  defendants  to  be  indemnified,  for  what  they  have  paid  in  faith 
of  the  indorsement  being  genuine.  And  it  is  questionable  how  far  notice  to  de- 
fendants of  a  defense  claimed,  will  deprive  them  of  this  equity. 
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Zaccheus  Walworth  v.  The  Town  of  Beadsboro. 
Liability  of  Towns  for  neglect  of  tlteir  Constable. 

A  deed  of  Machinery  prior  to  the  act  of  1688,  woald  be  void  as  agoingt  the  credit- 
ors of  the  grantor,  unless  accompanied  by  an  ab&olnte  change  of  po6itc««ion. 
Quere  —  whether  such  a  deed  is  brought  \iithin  tlie  provisions  of  the  said  act 
prospectictlyj  from  and  after  the  act  took  effect 

If  one  has  a  special  interest  in  property,  which  he,  by  deed  dnly  executed,  releases 
and  discharges,  he  will  after  that  time  be  tikipped  from  setting  up  that  ipterest. 

If  on  trial  in  the  court  below,  the  court  charged  the  juiy  on  questions,  some  of 
which  may  be  doubtful,  or  even  if  there  is  error;  yet  if  from  the  whole  case  it 
clearly  appears  that  on  another  trial  a  similar  verdict  must  inevitably  be  render- 
ed, a  new  trial  will  not  be  gnmted. 

"HTiere  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  were  present  on  the  day  of  Fale,  and  directed 
the  officer  to  sell  the  property  according  to  the  statute  and  for  cash,  it  was  hcW, 
that  the  officer  was  bound  to  follow  these  instructions,  and  that  he  had  Dothing 
to  do  with  former  conversations  or  arrangements  between  the  parties. 

The  finding  of  facts  by  the  jnrj'  is  conclusive,  and  it  -nill  not  be  presumed  that 
they  have  neglected  to  conform  to  the  iustmctiMis  given,  or  faiisapprehended 
their  legal  effect. 

This  was  an  action  on  the 

Case,  to  recover  for  the  neglect  of  one  John  Carvey,  constable 
of  Readsboro  in  executing,  collecting  and  paying  an  execution  in  fa- 
vor of  the  plaintiff  against  Sylvester  and  Luna  Bishop.  The  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  said  Sylves- 
ter and  Luna  Bishop,  the  issuing  execution  thereon,  and  that  the 
same  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  Carvey,  then  constable  of  Reads- 
boro, for  collection,  was  duly  proved.  The  plaintiff  also  introduc- 
ed the  return  of  said  Carvey  upon  said  execution,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared, that  on  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1841, 
said  Carvey  sold  upon  said  execution  certain  machinery  in  a  mill 
or  factory,  to  one  Joel  Houghton,  for  the  sum  of  8390,  in  satisfac- 
tion of  said  execution  and  all  charges.  The  defendant  admitted 
that  the  i)hiintiff  demanded  of  the  officer,  payment  of  said  execu- 
tion in  the  fall  of  1842. 

The  plaintiff  then  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove  that 
after  the  sale,  the  said  Joel  Houghton  let  said  property  remain 
in  the  factory,  and  gave  said  Bishops  license  to  use  it  for  the 
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Storage  of  it,  until  he  called  for  it.     It  appeared  that  the  machinery 
was  sold  on  Friday,  and  the  next  Monday  night,  the  factory, 
with  the  machinery  was  consumed  by  an  accidental  fire. 
^  The  defendants  introduced  in  eyidence  the  following  deeds : 

A  deed  from  Sylvester  Bishop,  to  Caleb  Bailey  and  Samuel 
Amidon,  dated  the  fifteenth  day  of  May,  1837,  and  recorded  the 
same  day,  -conveying  two-thirds  of  the  machinery  in  said  factory. 

A  deed  from  Luna  Bishop,  to  Caleb  Bailey  and  Samuel  Amidon, 
dated. the  tenth  day  of  September,  1839,  and  recorded  the  same 
day,  conveying  in  mortgage  one-third  of  the  machinery  in  said 
£Bu:tory. 

Also,  a  deed  from  S.  8c  L.  Bishop  and  said  Bailey  and  Ami- 
don, to  Joel  Houghton  and  William  L.  Brown,  dated  the  seven* 
teenth  day  of  December,  1839,  and  recorded  the  same  day,  con- 
veying the  real  estate  and  machinery  in  said  factory. 

The  defendants  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove  that  said 
first  two  deeds  were  executed  for  the  purpose  of  securing  said 
Bailey  and  Amidon,  against  certain  liabilities  incurred  by  them,  as 
sureties  for  said  S.  Sc  L.  Bishop,  and  to  secure  debts  due  from 
said  Bishops  to  said  Bailey  and  Amidon,  such  debts  and  liabilities 
amounting,  December  seventeenth,  1839,  to  more  than  the  value 
of  said  machinery,  and  that  it  was  agreed  by  the  said  parties,  that 
said  first  two  deeds. were  to  be  void  upon  the  payment  of  said  debts 
and  liabilities,  and  that  the  same  have  not  been  fully  paid. 

The  defendants  also  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that 
previous  to  the  seventeenth  day  of  December,  1839,  the  stock  of 
said  Bishops  on  hand  and  in  process  of  manufacture,  in  said  fac- 
tory had  been  attached  by  their  creditors,  and  the  operations  of 
the  said  factory  suspended  ;  that  the  Bishops  owed  said  William 
L.  Brown  a  small  debt ;  that  the  deed  to  said  Houghton  &  Brown 
of  December  17th,  1839,  was  given  upon  the  agreement  and  un- 
derstanding that  said  Brown  was  to  furnish  some  stock,  and  that 
the  Bishops  were  to  work  out  the  stock  in  the  factory  that  was  at- 
tached, under  the  direction  of  said  Houghton,  who  was  to  apply 
the  proceeds  ii>  payment  of  the  debts,  upon  which  the  stock  was 
attached  without  reference  to  the  debt  due  said  Brown.  The  tes- 
timony also  tended  to  prove,  that  the  gtock  on  hand  was  worked 
out  as  agreed,  the  cloth  disposed  of  and  the  debts  upon  which  it 
was  attached,  paid  under  the  direction  of  Joel  Houghton,  in  the 
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winter  of  1839  and  1840,  when  the  said  Houghton  and  Brown 
ceased  to  have  any  further  control  or  direction  of  the  factory  or 
machinery.  The  testimony  also  tended  to  prove,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance  on  the  seventeenth  of  December,  1839,  Bai(l 
Brown  agreed  to  furnish  said  Bishops  stock  to  work  in  said  facto- 
ry, for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  pay  off  all  their  debts,  but 
never  furnished  them  any  stock.  That  after  the  stock  attached 
was  worked  out,  the  factory  and  machinery  remained  in  possession 
of  the  Bishops  until  the  levy  of  said  execution. 

The  testimony  also  tended  to  prove,  that  the  plaintiff's  debt,  up- 
on which  judgment  was  rendered,  existed  previous  to  the  seven- 
teenth day  of  December,  1839,  and  also,  that  said  Brown  resided 
abroad  at  and  after  the  giving  of  said  deed  of  December  seven- 
teenth, 1839,  and  requested  said  Bailey  to  see  to,  and  protect  the 
said  Brown's  interest  under  said  deed  and  agreement ;  and  also, 
that  on  the  day  of  sale  of  said  property,  on  exeeution,  said  Brown 
was  absent,  but  said  Bailey  was  present,  and  on  that  occasion  he 
forbid  said  constable  from  selling  said  property,  on  the  execution, 
and  told  him  that  it  was  not  the  property  of  the  said  Bishops. 
The  testimony  also  tended  to  prove  that  said  Bishops  had  no  prop- 
erty except  said  machinery,  that  was  liable  on  execution,  and  that 
said  Bishops  had  occupied  and  used  said  factory  and  machinery, 
from  before  the  date  of  said  first  deed,  until  said  sale. 

The  defendants-  also  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that 
before  And  at  the  time  of  said  sale  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  one 
Jonathan  Houghton,  and  Jonathan  Houghton  was  indebted  to 
Denison  and  Gore,  and  that  it  was,  before  said  sale,  agreed  be- 
tween the  plaintiff,  Joel  Houghton  and  Denison  Sc  Grore,  that  said 
property  should  be  bid  in  by  Joel  Houghton,  and  by  him  be  trans- 
ferred to  Denison  &  Gore,  and  that  they  should  apply  upon  their 
demands,  against  Jonathan  Houghton,  the  amount  of  said  sale  and 
the  plaintiff  should  be  credited  a  like  amount  upon  his  debt  to  Jon- 
athan Houghton.  And  also,  that  afler  the  sale  and  purchase  by 
Joel  Houghton,  said  Joel,  in  the  presence  of  the  constable,  told  the 
plaintiff  that  if  he  had  rather  have  the  money  than  have  it  go  as 
they  had  talked,  he  could  have  it  as  quick  as  a  horse  could  go  to 
Eow,  (about  twenty  miles,)  and  back,  the  plaintiff  replied  that  he 
was  willing  to  let  it  go  as  they  had  talked,  but  nothing  was  done 
relating  to  the  adjustment  at  the  time,  but  the  same  was  by  the 
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consent  of  the  plaintiff,  postponed  until  Gore  should  come  to  Reads- 
boro  again. 

It  appeared,  that  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  sale  of  the  property, 
the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  were  both  present,  and  before  the 
constable  commenced  the  sale,  plaintiff's  attorney  in  his  presence 
and  by  his  direction,  told  the  constable  to  sell  the  machinery  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  for  cash. 

The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  the 
deeds  of  May  fifteenth,  A.  D.  1837,  and  of  September  tenth,  A. 
D.  1839,  recorded  as  aforesaid,  conveyed  to  Bailey  and  Amidon  the 
title  to  said  machinery,  and  that  the  possession  of  said  Bishops 
would  not  subject  such  machinery  to  attachment  or  execution  for 
their  debts,  unless  the  jury  should  find  that  said  deeds  were  fraud' 
tdtrU  infiMcL 

The  court  charged  as  requested  as  to  said  deed,  dated  Septem- 
ber tenth,  A.  D.  1839,  but  as  to  said  deed,  dated  May  fifteenth, 
A.  D.  1837,  charged  that  the*  same  in  this  suit,  should  be  treated 
as  void  unless  accompanied  by  possession  of  the  machinery  in  Bai- 
ley and  Amidon. 

The  defendants  requested  the  court  further  to  charge  the  jury 
as  to  said  deeds,  that  if  the  jury  should  find  that  they  were  given 
to  secure  said  Bailey  and  Amidon  for  liabilities  contracted  by  them, 
as  sureties  for  said  Bishops  and  for  debts  due  said  Bailey  and  Am- 
idon from  said  Bishops,  and  to  become  void  upon  the  payment  of 
said  several  debts,  and  that  said  debts  were  not  paid  at  the  time 
of  the  giving  of  said  deed,  dated  December  seventeenth,  A.  D. 
1839,  the  title  to  said  property  became  thereby  absolute  in  said 
Bailey  and  Amidon. 

And  that  if  the  jury  should  find  that  said  deed  of  December 
seventeenth,  A.  D.  1839,  was  bona  fide  and  under  an  agreement 
with  the  several  parties  thereto,  that  Brown  and  Houghton  should 
re-convey  said  property  to  Bailey  and  Amidon,  after  said  demands 
of  Brown  and  Houghton  should  be  satisfied,  and  those  demands, 
at  the  date  of  said  levy  and  sale  bad  been  satisfied,  then  Brown 
and  Houghton  would  hold  the  title  only  as  trustees  of  Bailey  and 
Amidon,  and  the  lawful  ownership  would  remain  in  Bailey  and 
Amidon,  and  if  at  the  sale,  Bailey  forbid  the  sale  and  claimed 
the  property  as  belonging  to  Bailey  and  Amidon,  the  defendants 
were  not  precluded  by  the  act  of  said  Houghton  in  bidding  in  the 
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property  at  the  sale,  and  from  insisting  that  said  property  was  not 
the  property  of  said  Bishops. 

And  that  if  Brown  was  not  assenting  to  the  act  of  Houghton  in 
said  sale  and  purchase,  but  the  sale  was  forbid  by  said  Bailey  a» 
the  agent  of  Brown,  the  defendants  are  not  precluded  from  insist- 
ing that  one  half  was  not  the  property  of  said  Bishops,  and  so  the 
plaintiff  can  recover  but  one  half  the  amount  of  his  execution,  if 
the  Bishops  had  no  other  property  which  might  have  been  availa- 
ble in  satisfaction  of  said  execution. 

And  further,  if  the  jury  should  find  that  Joel  Houghtcm,  the 
purchaser,  in  the  presence  of  the  constable,  offered  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  amount  of  his  bids,  and  the  plaintiff  assented  to  any 
other  mode  of  payment,  the  defendants  are  excused  from  liability. 

The  court  neglected  to  charge  the  jury  as  requested,  any  fur- 
ther than  is  herein  stated.  The  court  among  other  things  chained 
the  jury,  "  That  if  they  found  the  conveyance  made  by  the  Bish- 
ops and  Bailey  and  Amidon,  to  Brown  and  Houghton,  of  the  ma- 
chinery, was  made  for  the  purpose  and  upon  the  consideration  that 
the  same  was  to  remain  in  the  mill,  and  to  be  used  by  the  Bishops 
in  working  out  the  stock  on  hand  at  that  time,  for  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  Bishops  and  then  to  be  re-conveyed  to  the  Bish- 
ops, or  to  Bailey  and  Amidon,  and  that  after  the  stock  was  worked 
out,  in  the  winter  of  1839  and  1840,  the  machinery  remained  in 
possession  of  the  Bishops  until  the  levy,  it  would  be  liable  to  be 
taken  and  sold  on  the  execution,  notwithstanding  the  deed  to  . 
Brown  and  Houghton.  That  if  they  found  that  the  officer  was  in- 
duced by  the  acts  or  direction  of  the  plaintiff,  to  delay  or  omit  the 
execution  of  the  process,  the  town  is  not  liable  in  this  action,  for 
any  damage,  occasioned  by  such  delay.  Thiat  if  they  found  that 
the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  officer  that  he  would  look  to  Joel 
Houghton,  to  Jonathan  Houghton,  or  to  any  other  person,  for  the 
payment  of  the  execution,  and  would  not  rely  upon  the  officer  for 
such  payment,  the  town  would  not  be  liable  in  this  action. 

That  if  they  found  tliat  the  plaintiff,  after  the  sale,  was  offered 
payment  of  his  execution  by  the  purchaser,  and  refused  to  receive 
it,  or  agreed  that  the  officer  might  give  credit  to  the  purchaser  for 
any  space  of  time,  the  town  would  not  be  liable  in  this  action,  but 
the  plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  insist  on  the  immediate  payment 
of  money  on  the  day  of  sale.     That  although  there  might  have 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1852.  257 

Walworth  v.  Readsboro. 

been  negotiations  relatiTC  to,  and  arrangement  and  making  a  turn 
bj  way  of  Jonathan  Houghton  and  Gore,  before  the  time  of  sale, 
yet  if  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney,  at  the  time  of  sale,  or  before  the 
officer  offered  the  property  for  sale,  directed  the  officer  to  sell  for 
cash  according  to  the  statute,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  officer  so 
to  do,  and  if  he  sold  on  credit  "  he  would  be  liable,  and  the  town 
liable  in  this  action  for  his  default." 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  December  term  of  the 
county  court,  1851, — Pierpoint,  J.  presiding.  To  the  several 
decisions  and  charges  of  the  court  an^  neglect  to  charge  the  de- 
fendants excepted. 

2>.  Eoberts,  Jr.  for  defendants. 

1.  That  the  machinery  levied  upon  and  sold,  was  not,  at  the 
dat€  of  such  sale  and  levy,  subject  to  be  taken  on  execution  against 
the  Bishops.  This  is  a  defense.  Adams  v.  Fox,  17  Vt.  R.  361. 
Butektnson  ei  al.\.  LuU,  17  Vt..R.  133. 

The  deed  of  Sylvester  Bishop  to  Bailey  and  Amidon,  of  twO' 
third*  of  the  machinery,  fell  under  the  protection  of  the  Act,  No- 
vember 5,  1838,  when  that  act  came  into  operation.  Though  the 
act  is  prospective  in  terms,  it  can  scarce  be  doubted  that  it  would 
embrace  the  case  of  a  deed  executed  before  that  act  came  in  force, 
but  recorded  while  the  act  was  in  force,  it  became  a  recorded  deed 
at  the  moment  the  act  came  into  operation.  Rnpri!  li>,  J.  in 
Pearsfm  v.  French,  9  Vt.  351. 

Whether  to  be  treated  as  recorded  or  not,  it  was  good  between 
the  parties  to  it,  and  no  other  claim  had  intervened  to  divest 
Bailey  and  Amidon  of  their  title  under  it,  down  to  December  17, 
1839.     Smith  v.  Moore,  11  N.  H.  55. 

The  mortgage  of  Luna  Bishop  to  Bailey  and  Amidon,  of  the 
remaining  one-third  of  the  machinery,  September  tenth,  1839,  was 
under  the  act,  and  was  protected  by  it  December  17,  1839,  the 
debts,  to  secure  which  these  conveyances  had  been  made,  were 
due  and  unpaid,  and  of  a  larger  amount  than  the  value  of  the  ma- 
chinery. If  the  first  deed  is  to  b^  treated  as  an  absolute  transfer, 
the  title  was  at  that  time,  as  from^the  first,  in  Bailey  and  Amidon 
to  the  two-thirds  ;  if  as  a  mortgage,  like  the  second  deed  in  terms 
of  the  one-third  ;  this  being  personal  property,  the  title  of  Bailey 
and  Amidon  to  the  whole  had  become  absolute,  by  non-payment 
of  the  debts.     JiwcUer  v.  Mower, '10  Yt.  75. 
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The  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  charge  to  that  effect,  but  it 
was  refused,  though  requested. 

The  deed  of  December  17,  1839,  was  duly  executed  and  record- 
ed under  the  statute  of  1838.  And  if  the  interest  of  Bailey  and 
Amidon,  in  the  two-thirds  had  not  been,  down  to  that  time,  pro- 
tected by  the  record  of  the  first  deed,  their  conveyance  to  Hough- 
ton and  Brown  was  equivalent  to  a  taking  possession  at  that  mo- 
ment, and  the  whole  was  placed  under  the  protection  of  the  statute, 
by  the  record  of  the  deed  then  executed. 

The  court  erred  in  deciding  that  the  deed  of  May  15,  1837, 
should  be  treated  void  in  this  suit,  &c.  Though  the  deed  was  in 
form  absolute,  it  was  not  for  the  court  to  decide  it  fraudulent,  and 
so  void.  This  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  Gibson  v.  Seymour 
etaL,3Yu  565. 

At  the  date  of  the  levy  and  sale,  the  property  ipso  f€u:tOy  had 
revested  in  the  first  owners,  Bailey  and  Amidon,  and  requiring 
to  that  end  no  re-conveyance.  Such  is  the  law  of  mortgage  of 
real  estate.  21  Wend.  468.  McDanieU  v.  Reed  et  al,  17  Vt. 
674.  Much  more  of  personal,  which  passes  without  deed  or  wri- 
ting.   Leighton  v.  Shapleyy  8  N.  H.  Rep.  359. 

An  equitable  and  beneficial  ownership,  our  laws  will  protect, 
even  against  the  owner  of  record.     Strong  v.  Strong,  2  Aik.  373. 

Bailey  was  the  agent  of  Brown ;  Brown  had  an  equal  title  and 
interest  with  Houghton,  and  an  equal  right  to  direct;  Brown, 
through  Bailey,  forbid  the  sale.  How  then  could  Houghton  over- 
ride the  authority  of  Brown  and  divest  Bailey  and  Amidon  of  the 
title  which  Houghton  and  Brown  held  for  them  in  trust  ? 

This  being  a  private  trust,  both  trustees  must  join  in  the  execu- 
ting of  it.  The  act  of  either  alone  cannot  affect  the  title.  Low  y« 
Perkins,  10  Vt.  Rep.  532.     WiUiams  v.  Mattocks,  3  Vt.  189. 

2.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  as  requested,  and  in 
the  charge  given,  as  to  the  control  exercised  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
collection  of  the  execution.  The  constable  was  but  the  agent  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  take  control 
and  direction.  FeUcer  v.  Emerson,  17  W.  R.  101.  The  testimony 
tended  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  did  take  such  control  as  to  excuse 
the  sureties  of  the  constable. 

The  charge  of  the  court  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury. 
Under  it  they  had  only  to  find,  that  this  was  a  sale  upon  credit ; 
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in  other  words,  that  the  officer  in  »eU%ng^  trusted  that  the  adjust- 
ment would  be  made  as  had  been  agreed,  (or  in  the  court's  lan- 
guage "  negotiate  relative  to")  and  that  he  did  not  get  the  cash  to 
warrant  their  verdict.  Thus  the  charge,  upon  a  point  supposed, 
is  made  fataUj  conclusive  as  to  the  real  point  and  the  whole  case. 

J.  L.  Stark,  Jr.  and  W.  H.  FoUeU^  for  plaintiff. 

The  court  was  correct  in  deciding  that  the  deed  of  May  fifteenth, 
1837,  as  far  as  this  suit  was  concerned,  should  be  treated  as  void. 
No  statute  was  then  in  force,  which  made  the  sale  of  the  machine- 
rj  valid  unless  accompanied  by  possession  in  the  vendees,  and  by 
the  common  law  such  sales  were  void.  Tobias  v.  Francti,  3  Vt. 
425.  Foster  v.  McGregor  et  al.y  11  Vt.  595.  Stiles  v.  Shumway, 
16  Vt  435. 

There  was  a  secret  trust  in  the  deed  which  rendered  it  void. 

The  statute  of  1838  was  prospective  in  its  operation  and  could 
not  affect  contracts  previously  made.  1  Kent's  Com.  454.  Brings 
T.  Hubbard,  19  Vt.  86.  Woart  v.  Winnick,  3  N.  H.  473.  Lowy 
Y.  Keyes,  14  Vt.  66.  Somerset  v.  IHghton,  12  Mass.  383.  Bash 
V.  Van  Kleck,  7  Johns.  493. 

By  the  agreement  made  on  the  seventeenth  of  December,  1839, 
(and  at  the  date  of  the  deed,)  there  was  a  secret  trust  by  which 
the  Bishops  had  certain  advantages  in  the  estate  conveyed,  and 
thb  is  a  conclusive  badge  of  fraud,  and  would  make  the  convey- 
ance void,  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  Bishops.  1  Swift  Dig.  274 
and  276.  1  Smith's  L.  Cases  30.  Cobum  v.  Pickering,  3  N.  H. 
415.  Smith  v.  Lowea,  6  N.  H.  67.  Paul  v.  Orooker,  8  N.  H. 
288.  Winklg  v.  JTiU,  9  N.  H.  31.  Tift  v.  Walker,  10  N.  H.  150. 
Cfibson  V.  Seymour,  3  Vt.  565. 

Joel  Houghton,  one  of  the  vendors  of  the  property,  and  by  the 
terms  of  the  deed  the  owner  of  one-half,  was  present  at  the  sale 
cm  execution,  and  bid  off  the  property.  By  this  act  he  would  be 
estopped  from  claiming  the  property.  McLeran  v.  Stevens,  16  Vt. 
616. 

That  the  plaintiff  was  not  required  to  insist  on  the  immediate 
payment  of  the  money,  on  the  day  of  the  sale  is  evident,  for  the 
execution  had  not  been  issued  but  about  one-half  a  month,  and  was 
not  returnable  under  a  hundred  and  twenty  days. 

As  to  the  neglect  of  the  court  to  charge  as  requested,  the  court 
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will  always  presume  that  the  court  below  did  its  duty,  unless  the 
contrary  is  made  to  appear.  Russell  v.  Fillmore,  15  Vt.  130. 
Mattocks  V.  Bellamy,  8  Vt.  463.  Gilbert  v.  Toby  et  al,  21  Vt.  306. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  court  neglected  to  charge  as  request- 
ed, much  less  does  it  appear  wherein.  Certain  affirmative  charges 
are  detailed,  but  it  is  said  that  they  charged  among  other  things, 
but  what  those  other  things  were,  and  what  the  charge  upon  them 
was,  does  not  appear.  For  oi^ght  that  appears,  they  may  have 
been  the  very  things  requested. 

Th^  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  town  of  Readsboro  is  prosecuted  for  the  neg- 
lect of  their  constable  in  not  collecting  and  paying  to  the  plaintiff 
the  avails  arising  by  sale  on  execution  of  a  quantity  of  machinery. 

The  machinery  was  sold  as  the  property  of  Sylvester  and  Luna 
Bishop,  for  an  amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  execution  of  the  plain- 
tiff. No  objections  have  been  urged  as  to  the  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  in  obtaining  judgment,  or  in  the  sale  on  the  execution. 
But  as  a  defense,  it  is  insisted  that  the  machinery  was  not  the 
property  of  the  Bishops ;  that  the  officer  had  no  right  to  take  the 
property  on  the  execution,  and  that  he  is  accountable  to  others  for 
its  value.  That  such  a  defense  is  available;  has  been  decided  in 
this  State.  It  was  so  held  in  the  case  of  Hutchinson  v.  Lull,  17 
Vt.  Rep.  133,  and  in  Adams  v.  Fox,  ibid  361.  The  defense  is  al- 
lowed to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  for  it  would  be  worse  than  idle 
proceedings  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  this  case,  if  the 
officer  is  responsible  for  the  value  of  the  property  to  the  real  own- 
er, and  this  plaintiff  be  compelled  afterwards  to  repay  that  amount 
as  a  matter  of  indemnity  to  the  officer. 

The  general  and  important  question  in  the  case,  therefore,  ari- 
ses, whether  this  property  at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  sale  on  the 
execution,  belonged  to  the  Bishops,  and  was  it  subject  to  be  taken 
on  execution  at  the  suit  of  their  creditors,  or  had  it  been  previous- 
ly disposed  of  by  them  and  sold  to  others,  so  as  to  vest  in  them  a 
good  title  as  against  this  attachment. 

It  is  not  disputed  but  that  this  property  was  originally  owned  by 
Sylvester  and  Luna  Bishop ;  indeed,  all  persons  who  now  claim 
it,  claim  under  them  by  various  transfers.  And  from  the  time  of 
their  undisputed  ownership  to  the  time  of  the  levy  of  the  plaintiff*'s 
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execution,  the  property  at  all  times,  had  beea  in  their  cfii8tody> 
control  and  possession. 

Against  these  importaiit  considerations,  must  the  title  of  the 
vendees  of  the  Bishops  prevail,  to  make  the  defeiise  available  in 
this  salt  The  questions  in  the  case  arise  upon  the  evidence  in^ 
troduced  by  the  defendants^  and  upon  the  charge  of  the  court  in 
relation  to  its  legal  and  proper  effect.  To  show  that  the  Bishops 
were  not  the  owners  of  this  property,  and  that  it  was  not  subject 
to  an  attachment  at  the  suit  of  their  creditors,  the  deed  of  Sylves*- 
ter  Bishop  to  Bailey  and  Amidon  of  May  14,  1837,  of  two-thirds 
of  this  machinery  was  introduced,  as  also  the  mortgage  deed  of 
Luna  Bishop  to  the  same  persons  of  one-third,  dated  Sept  10^ 
1889.  The  first  deed  purports  to  be  an  absolute  conveyance  of 
real  estate,  as  well  as  this  machinery,  for  the  consideration  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  but  in  reality  was  given  for  the  purpose  of  secur-> 
ing  Bailey  and  Amidon  against  certain  liabilities  incurred  by  them 
as  sureties,  and  both  deeds  were  to  be  void  on  the  payment  of 
such  claims.  We  learn  from  the  case  that  the  claims  amounted, 
on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1839,  to  more  than  the  value  of  the 
machinery,  and  that  they  have  never  been  fully  paid.  The  latter 
deed  is  a  mortgage  of  the  same  property>  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment by  Luna  Bishop,  of  about  seven  thousnnd  dollars,  being  the 
supposed  amount  for  which  (as  is  stated  in  the  deed)  Bailey  and 
Amidon  were  liable  as  sureties.  It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff^ 
that  notwithstanding  the  deed  of  May,  1837,  the  machinery  was 
subject  to  be  attached  and  held  by  him  as  creditor  of  the  Bishops^ 
as  no  transfer  or  change  of  possession  was  ever  made.  And  it  is 
stated  in  the  case,  that  the  Bishops  aAer  that  sale,  retained  the 
property  in  their  possession  and  use,  in  the  same  absolute  and  un- 
qnalified  manner  that  it  had  been  previously  possessed  by  them. 
The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  as  this  deed  was  executed  in 
1837,  and  before  the  act  of  Nov.  5,  1838,  it  was  (so  far  as  this 
machinery  was  concerned)  inoperative  and  void  as  against  the 
creditors  of  Bishop,  unless  accompanied  by  an  absolute  change  of 
possession  and  occupancy.  The  correctness  of  this  principle,  which 
has  been  so  long  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  State,  has  not  been 
disputed,  and  had  this  property  been  taken  at  any  time  after  the 
sale,  and  before  the  act  of  1838,  the  application  of  this  principle 
could  not  well  be  resisted.     But  it  has  been  urged  with  much  force, 
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and  with  considerations  that  renders  it  difficult  to  answer,  that  no 
change  of  possession  was  necessary  after  the  passage  of  that  act. 
That  the  deed  having  heen  executed  with  all  necessary  formalities^ 
and  duly  recorded  on  the  day  of  its  date,  the  statute  will  have  the 
same  effect  upon  the  deed,  as  if  it  had  heen  executed  and  deliver- 
ed after  its  passage,  not  that  a  retrospective  effect  is  to  he  given 
to  the  act^  hut  that  the  deed  is  brought  within  the  provisions  of 
the  act  prospective^  from  and  afler  it  took  effect.  In  other  words, 
that  the  deed  became  a  recorded  instrument  under  the  act,  the 
moment  the  act  went  into  operation*  If  such  effect  can  be  given 
to  this  deed  under  the  act,  it  manifestly  answers  all  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  introduced  on  the  part  of  the  defense,  as  the  at- 
tachment of  the  plaintiff  was  made  after  the  title  of  Bailey  and 
Amidon  under  this  deed  had  accrued,  and  if  the  case  rested  upon 
this  principle  exclusively,  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the 
title  of  Bailey  and  Amidon,  under  their  deed,  would  be  good.  We 
do  not,  however,  feel  called  upon  definitely  to  decide  this  question, 
as  a  satisfactory  conclusion  is  found  in  other  principles  involved  in 
the  case. 

Under  the  deed  of  Luna  Bishop,  to  the  same  parties  of  one- 
third,  being  the  remaining  part  of  the  machinery,  a  change  of  pos- 
session was  not  necessary,  as  the  deed  was  executed  and  recorded 
afler  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1838.  The  record  of  the  instrument 
conveying  the  property,  under  the  provisions  of  that  statute,  dis- 
penses with  the  necessity  of  a  change  of  possession,  and  tlie  court 
as  requested  by  the  defendants,  instructed  the  jury  that  this  deed 
was  effectual,  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor,  unless  the  deed 
was  fraudulent  de  facto.  The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  have  found 
this  deed  thus  fraudulent ;  and  being  so,  it  will  convey  no  title  as 
against  attaching  creditors. 

A  more  serious  difficulty  exists  in  this  case,  in  relation  to  the 
title  of  Bailey  and  Amidon  under  the  deeds  of  Sylvester  and  La- 
na  Bishop,  in  considering  that  title  as  sufficient  to  prevafl  against 
this  attachment.  The  difficulty  arises  from  the  effect  of  the  sub- 
sequent deed  of  this  property  from  Bailey  and  Amidon  to  Brown 
and  Houghton,  of  December  17,  1839.  Assuming  it  to  be  true 
that  Bailey  and  Amidon,  had  under  their  deeds,  a  good  title  to 
this  property  against  the  Bishops ;  that  all  objections  as  to  change 
of  possession  are  removed,  and  that  the  claims  are  not  entirely 
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paid,  to  secure  which  the  conveyances  were  made.  Still,  as  against 
the  creditors  of  the  Bishops,  their  claim  is  only  co-extensive  with 
the  amount  of  their  dehts  or  liabilities.  And  it  is  in  their  power 
at  any  time  t#  surrender  such  security,  and  at  the  request  of  the 
Bishops  or  other  persons  to  convey,  transfer,  and  discharge  the 
property  from  any  claim  they  may  have  thereon  for  that  purpose. 
And  this,  we  think,  is  the  effect  of  their  deed  to  Brown  and  Hough- 
ton. In  looking  at  that  deed,  it  will  be  seen  that  Bailey  and  Am- 
idon  in  connection  with  the  Bishops,  for  the  expressed  considera- 
tion of  $3,000,  have  executed  an  absolute  release  and  conveyance 
by  quit-claim,  not  only  of  the  land,  but  also  of  the  machinery  spe- 
cifically enumerated,  to  Brown  and  Houghton,  to  be  held  for  their 
own  use  forever,  free  from  any  right,  demand  or  claim  which  they 
may  have  to  the  same.  If  it  had  been  their  desire  and  intention 
to  have  released  and  discharged  their  lien  or  claim  entirely  upon 
this  property,  it  would  be  difficult  to  draw  an  instrument  better 
adapted  for  that  purpose. 

After  the  execution  and  delivery  of  that  deed,  if  the  property 
has  been  attached  or  taken  away,  evidently  Bailey  and  Amidon 
could  not  have  prosecuted  therefor,  for  the  simple  reason  that  they 
had  no  interest  in  the  property ;  they  had  transferred  it  to  others, 
and  would  be  estopped  by  t^eir  deed  from  setting  up  any  claim  to 
thia  property,  against  its  express  provisions.  12  John.  Rep.  362. 
Springstein  v.  Schermerhom,  Com.  Litt.  352  a.  1  Stark.  Evid. 
302. 

And  certainly  if  they  have  no  interest  in  or  title  to  the  proper- 
ty, that  would  enable  them  to  sustain  an  action  under  those  cir- 
cumstances, they  have  no  such  interest  or  title,  the  proof  of  which 
will  make  a  defense  to  this  action. 

In  relation  to  the  deed  of  Bailey  and  Amidon  and  the  Bishops 
to  Brown  and  Houghton,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  Brown  and 
Hoaghton  paid  nothing  as  a  consideration.  And  the  case  states 
that  the  property  was  put  into  their  hands  for  the  sole  benefit  and 
use  of  the  Bishops,  to  enable  them  to  work  up  their  old  stock,  and 
such  as  might  be  put  in  by  Brown  and  pay  off  the  debts,  upon 
which  the  stock  had  been  previously  attached.  Under  this  ar- 
rangement the  Bishops  worked  up  their  stock,  paid  off  those  debts, 
and  the  whole  object  was  accomplished  for  which  the  property 
was  conveyed  to  Brown  and  Houghton. 
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After  this,  evidently,  Brown  and  Houghton  had  no  title  to  this 
property  that  should  prevail  against  the  right  of  the  Bishops  as 
general  owners,  or  their  attaching  creditors — for  having  paid 
nothing  they  could  not  claim  as  purchasers — as  trustees,  or  as 
having  a  special  interest,  they  could  claim  nothing,  as  the  whole 
object  of  the  conveyance  to  them  had  been  answered,  and  it  ap- 
pears they  so  considered  it,  for  it  is  stated  in  the  exceptions,  thr.t 
from  the  time  of  the  payment  of  those  claims  in  1839  and  '40, 
both  Brown  and  Houghton  "  ceased  to  have  any  further  control 
"  or  direction  of  the  factory  or  machinery,  but  left  the  whole  to  the 
**care  and  custody  of  the  Bishops."  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  property  was  attached  by  this  creditor  as  the  property  of  the 
Bishops. 

Brown  and  Houghton  have  no  reason  to  complain,  and  we  do 
not  understand,  that  it  is  claimed, 'that  they  have  a  title  that 
should  prevail  against  this  attachment.  And  there  can  be  no 
propriety  in  Bailey  and  Amidon  setting  up  a  title  under  their 
deed  against  this  attachment  contrary  to  its  positive  and  unquali- 
fied provisions. 

But  it  is  insisted,  that  after  Brown  and  Houghton  ceased  to 
have  a  claim  to  this  property  under  their  deed,  they  stood  in  the 
relation  of  trustees  to  Bailey  and  Amidon,  and  that  it  was  their 
duty  to  have  returned  or  reconveyed  the  property  to  them,  to  be 
held  under  their  original  deeds,  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
balance  of  their  claims  against  the  Bishops,  and  that  this  property 
became  so  reinvested  by  operation  of  law.  On  this  part  of  the 
case,  the  defense  seems  to  be  narrowed  down  to  that  single  in- 
quiry. 

The  exceptions  which  have  been  allowed  in  the  case  do  not 
state  any  such  express  agreement  to  have  been  made  between  Bai- 
ley and  Amidon  and  Brown  and  Houghton,  not  even  a  parol  un- 
derstanding to  that  effect  is  found  to  exist  in  the  case.  And  if  so 
important  a  circumstance  existed,  it  should  have  been  affirmative- 
ly found  and  stated.  But  on  the  contrary  the  deed  would  seem 
to  forbid  the  existence  of  any  such  agreement,  for  instead  of  its 
containing  any  provisions  or  reservations  of  that  character,  it  is 
an  absolute  transfer  of  all  their  right  and  title  to  this  property  to 
Brown  and  Houghton.  Had  tl;is  deed  contained  any  pix>visions 
of  that  character,  if  any  expre^^sicns  had  been  used  or  contract 
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Stated  showing  that  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties,  the 
question  would  be  very  different  from  what  it  now  is.  Without 
some  circumstances  showing  that  such  relation  was  intended  by 
the  parties,  or  some  contract  made,  it  cannot  be  so  considered,  for 
the  law  will  not  create  that  relation,  or  impose  such  duty  by  im- 
plication against  the  express  provisions  of  the  deed,  and  particu- 
larly against  the  right  of  attaching  creditors.  2  Story  Eq.  1195. 
6  Ck)nn.  Rep.  287,  Dean  v.  Dean.  6  Barb.  Rep.  482,  Watson  v. 
JLe  Ron. 

It  is  rather  to  be  implied  and  presumed,  that  Bailey  and  Ami- 
don  having  in  reality  but  a  special  interest  in  the  property,  in- 
tended to  discharge  and  release  that  interest  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Bishops,  the  general  owners  of  the  property,  and  that  when  the 
trust  was  discharged  for  which  it  was  conveyed  by  them  to  Brown 
and  Houghton,  the  property  was  to  be  held  and  placed  (as  it  was 
in  part)  under  the  control  and  use  of  the  Bishops,  in  the  exercise 
of  their  powers  as  general  owners.  And  when  the  property  is 
attached  by  this  creditor  under  such  circumstances,  it  is  not  only 
a  matter  of  law  but  of  equity,  that  those  persons  who  had  but  a 
special  interest  at  most  in  the  property  should  be  estopped  by 
their  deed  from  setting  up  that  interest,  which  by  an  instrument 
60  formal  and  solemnly  executed,  they  Lave  released  and  dis- 
charged. 

On  this  part  of  the  case,  therefore,  we  think  the  verdict  was 
correctly  rendered.  And  though  on  the  trial  the  court  may  have 
charged  the  jury  on  other  questions,  some  of  which  may  be  con- 
sidered doubtful,  or  even  if  there  was  error,  yet  if  from  the  whole 
case  it  clearly  appears,  that  on  another  trial  a  similar  verdict 
mast  inevitably  be  rendered,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted.  1 
Aik.  Rep.  43.  Bray.  Rep.  168-9.  17  Vt.  Rep.  499.  10  Vt. 
Rep.  210. 

A  further  inquiry  remains,  whether  the  claim  against  the  town 
is  discharged  by  an  agreement  of  the  plaintiff  in  relation  to  the 
maimer  in  which  payment  was  to  be  made  for  the  property  sold. 
We  learn  from  the  case  that  previous  to  the  sale  there  was  an  ar- 
rangement made  between  Dennison  &  Gore,  Joel  and  Jonathan 
Houghton,  and  the  plaintiff,  that  Dennison  &  Gore  through  Joel 
Houghton  were  to  become  the  purchasers  of  this  property  at  the 
sale,  and  were  to  pay  Jona.  Houghton,  and  that  Jona.  Houghton 
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was  to  paj  the  plaintiff  the  amount  bj  applying  it  on  claims  he 
had  against  him.  On  the  day  of  sale,  however,  the  .plaintiff  and 
his  attorney  were  present,  and  the  constable  was  then  directed  to 
seU  the  machinery  according  to  the  statute  and  for  cash.  In  these 
directions  the  duty  of  the  officer  was  distinctly  pointed  out.  He 
had  no  authority  to  sell  on  credit  or  for  anything  but  money. 
With  the  former  conversation  or  arrangement  between  the  parties, 
he  had  nothing  to  do.  The  sale  was  made  under  these  instruc- 
tions, and  when  completed,  the  officer,  and  on  his  neglect  the  town, 
was  responsible  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  sale. 

But  after  the  sale  and  purchase  by  Houghton  for  Dennison  Sc 
Gore,  it  appears  that  Houghton  informed  the  plaintiff,  that  if  he 
had  rather  have  the  money  than  have  it  applied  as  previously 
arranged,  it  would  be  got  for  him.  That  the  plaintiff  replied 
that  he  was  willing  to  have  it  applied  in  that  way,  and  consented 
to  have  it  postponed  until  Gore  should  come  to  Readsboro.  If 
the  town  is  absolved  from  their  liability  for  the  officer,  it  most 
arise  from  this  subsequent  arrangement,  and  the  propriety  of  the 
verdict  must  depend  upon  the  finding  of  the  jury,  as  to  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties  in  that  arraiigement  and  postponement,  and 
the  charge  of  the  court  in  relation  to  it.  It  is  to  be  borne  in 
mind,  that  as  soon  as  the  sale  was  made,  the  liability  of  the  officer 
was  fixed,  and  on  his  neglect  the  liability  of  the  town.  And 
whether  the  plaintiff  by  any  act  has  discharged  that  hability  was 
the  question  which  the  court  were  called  upon  to  instruct  the  jury, 
and  which  now  arises  on  this  bill  of  exceptions.  The  court 
charged  the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff  after  the  sale  was  offered  pay- 
ment of  his  execution  and  refused  to  receive  it,  or  agreed  that  the 
officer  might  give  credit  to  the  purchaser  for  any  length  of  time, 
the  town  would  not  be  liable.  These  questions  of  fact  were  prop- 
erly submitted  to  the  jury,  and  if  true  the  verdict  should  have 
been  for  the  defendant.  The  jury  in  returning  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  have  found  that  no  such  facts  existed,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  never  offered  the  money  and  refused  it,  and  that  he  never 
agreed  that  the  officer  might  give  credit  to  the  purchaser. 

It  was  a  mere  consent  to  delay  enforcing  his  claim  against  the 
officer  or  the  town,  leaving  the  matter  with  the  officer  to  enforce 
payment  of  the  execution,  by  that  arrangement  or  otherwise,  at 
his  own  discretion.  This  was  the  understanding  of  the  parties  in 
that  arrangement  as  found  by  the  jury,  and  with  which  we  have  no 
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right  to  interfere,  and  it  cannot  but  impress  the  mind  with  the 
conviction,  that  it  is  the  only  view  of  the  subject  in  any  way  con- 
sistent with  the  positive  instructions  given  at  the  sale. 

The  court  further  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff  agreed 
with  the  officer,  that  he  would  look  to  the  Houghtons  or  any  other 
person  for  payment,  and  would  not  rely  upon  the  officer  for  it,  or 
if  the  officer  was  induced  by  the  acts  or  directions  of  the  plaintiff 
to  delay  or  omit  the  execution  of  the  process,  the  town  would  not 
be  liable.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  should  have  been  for  the  de- 
fendant, if  those  facts  were  true.  But  the  verdict  being  for  the 
plaintiff  the  jury  have  found  that  no  agreement  was  ever  made  to 
look  to  any  other  person  but  the  officer  for  payment,  and  that  the 
officer  was  not  induced  to  delay  or  omit  the  execution  of  the  pro- 
cess by  any  act  or  declaration  of  the  plaintiff.  This  finding  of  the 
jury  must  be  conclusive  in  this  case  upon  those  facts,  and  it  is  not 
for  this  court  to  presume  that  the  jury  have  neglected  to  conform 
to  the  instructions  given,  or  misapprehended  their  legal  effect. 
It  is  only  to  the  facts  as  found  by  the  jury,  and  the  instructions 
given  by  the  court,  that  our  attention  can  be  directed. 

The  substance  of  that  whole  arrangement  as  found  by  the  jury, 
and  as  stated  in  the  case,  is  simply  this ;  that  the  plaintiff  so  far 
as  he  was  concerned,  consented  to  let  his  claim  lie  as  it  was,  hav- 
ing for  his  security  the  liability  of  the  officer  and  the  town,  until 
Grore  should  come  to  Readsboro  and  perfect  that  arrangement, 
leaving  the  matter  with  the  officer  to  act  upon  his  own  discretion 
whether  to  delay  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  execution  before 
that  period  or  not.  This  consent  was  notlhing  more  than  a  sus- 
pension of  his  legal  right  to  enforce  immediate  pajrment  by  the 
officer  or  the  town.  This  is  the  finding  of  the  jury  as  to  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  in  that  arrangement.  The  instructions 
of  the  court  upon  that  subject  are  unexceptionable.  That  the 
plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  insist  on  immediate  payment  of  the 
execution,  and  that  having  directed  the  property  to  be  sold  for 
money  before  the  sale,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  officer  so  to  do,  and 
if  the  officer  sold  otherwise  and  on  credit  the  town  was  responsible. 
The  jury  have  found  by  their  verdict  that  no  credit  was  given  by 
the  plaintiff  but  that  the  delay  was  granted  solely  upon  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  officer. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed. 


• 
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La  Fayette  Lyon  v.  £xos  Adams. 

Book  Account.    Nonsuit,    Practice. 

The  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  hocik  account  is  not  at  liberty  to  become  WHuml  after 
judgment  to  account,  and  afler  the  case  goes  before  the  auditor. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  auditors  were  appointed. 

June  tenn,  A.  D.  1851,  of  the  county  court,  on  the  first  day  of 
the  term,  the  plaintiff  entered  on  the  docket  of  the  court  a  non- 
suit; and  afterwards  on  the  same  day  the  defendant  filed  the  re- 
port of  the  auditors.  The  plaintiff  claimed  the  right  of  entering 
a  nonsuit  in  the  case ;  to  wliich  the  defendant  objected,  and 
claimed  judgment  on  the  report  of  the  auditors.  Whereupon  the 
county  court, —  Pierpoint,  J.,  presiding, — rendered  judgment  on 
the  report  for  the  defendant,  and  that  plaintiff*  has  not  the  right 
to  enter  a  nonsuit.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

The  above  presents  the  only  question  arising  in  the  case. 

Robinson  4*  SiUey  for  plaintiff. 

Nonsuits  are  of  two  kinds,  voluntary  and  involuntary.  Volun- 
tary, when  there  is  an  abandonment  of  the  cause  by  plaintiff  and 
judgment  against  him  for  costs.  Involuntary,  when  the  court 
order  such  judgment  to  be  entered.     2  Kinnie's  L.  Comp.  281. 

Nonsuits  of  the  latter  kind  are  ordered  in  many  States,  but 
never  are  allowed  ia  this  State  against  the  will  of  tlie  party. 
French  v.  Smith  et  al,  4  Vt.  363.     Arch.  Pr.  211. 

A  nonsuit  of  the  first  character  involving  the  right  of  a  party 
to  withdraw  his  suit,  it  is  believed,  was  never  denied  to  the  party 
in  this  State  or  England,  at  any  time  before  the  judgment  is  ren- 
dered on  a  verdict  of  a  jury. 

J.  L.  Stark,  T.  W.  Park  and  N.  B.  HaR  for  defendants. 

It  has  been  held  in  many  cases,  that  leave  must  be  had  from 
the  court  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  then  must  be  claimed  before 
trial.  Lock  et  aL  v.  Wood,  IG  Mass.  317.  Cate  v.  Pecker  et  al,, 
6  N.  II.  417. 

When  leave  of  the  court  is  obtained,  it  must  appear  that  the 
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plaintifT  has  good  cause  of  action,  and  that  he  without  fault  has 
mistaken  the  grounds  of  his  right.  Dow  v.  Hineshurgh  et  al.y  2 
kik.  18.    . 

Aft^r  judgment  to  account  and  appointment  of  auditors,  who 
may  in  certain  cases  proceed  ex  parte,  and  pending  this  rule,  the 
plaintiff  had  not  the  right  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  HaskeU  v.  Whitney, 
12  Mass.  47.     Comp.  Stat,  of  1850,  p.  289,  §  4. 

By  the  Coukt.  The  only  question  arising  in  the  present 
case  is  in  reference  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  hook  account  to 
become  nonsuit  in  the  action,  after  the  case  goes  before  the  au- 
ditor. The  general  rule  of  practice  in  regard  to  actions,  triable 
by  jury,  is  to  allow  the  party,  as  matter  of  right,  to  enter  a  nan' 
$tdtf  at  any  time,  before  the  verdict. 

But  that  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  action  of  book  account, 
afler  judgment  to  account.  The  statute,  by  providing,  that  when 
either  party,  upon  due  notice,  neglects  to  appear,  the  auditor  may 
proceed  to  audit  and  adjust  the  account  ex  parte,  seems  to  imply 
pretty  clearly,  that  the  plaintiff  can  no  more  withdraw  from  the 
case  and  become  nonsuit,  than. in  common  law  actions  he  can, 
after  judgment  upon  demurrer,  or  by  default,  or  nil  decit,  in  his 
favor.  And  in  such  cases  it  is  not  matter  of  right  for  the  plaintiff 
to  become  nonsuit.  The  case  after  judgment  to  account  is  under 
the  control  of  the  court,  like  a  case  refeiTed,  by  consent  of  par- 
ties, under  a  rule  of  the  court  The  plaintiff  is  not  at  liberty  to 
become  nonsuit. 

What  would  be  the  effect  upon  the  plaintiff's  account,  where 
he  never  presents  it  before  the  auditor,  or  having  presented  it, 
withdraws  it,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide.  We  see  no  rea- 
son to  doubt,  however,  that  where  the  account  of  the  plaintiff  is 
only  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  auditor,  or  justice,  by  the 
defendant,  as  in  the  case  decided  by  this  court,  in  this  county,  and 
dted  in  argument,  it  could  not  bar  the  claim. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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[In   Chancebt.] 

Answer  in  Chancery.    Estoppel  in  pais.    Rents  and  profits. 

An  answer  in  chancery,  (where  the  defendant  has  no  actual  knowledge  of  the 
points,  and  does  not  profess  to  have  any,  and  is  not  either  by  the  form  of  the 
bill,  or  the  interrogatories,  called  upon  to  make  answer  to  the  points,)  is  regard- 
ed in  this  State,  as  a  mere  denial,  or  traverse  of  the  bill,  and  this  leaves  the 
points,  to  be  proved  by  the  orator,  by  the  ordinary  manner  of  proof. 

And  where  the  defendant,  in  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  is  the  original  mortgagor,  his  an- 
swer is  never  regarded  as  evidence  to  impeach  the  consideration  of  the  mortgage 
securities. 

. 
And  even  if  the  answer  might,  under  some  circumstances,  be  regarded  as  evidence 

upon  the  question  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  securities,  including  the  mat- 
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ter  of  deliveiy ;  it  could  never  be  regarded  as  extending  to  a  subsequent  incum- 
brance, to  one  who  knew  nothing  of  the  facts. 

And  estoppel  m  pais  is  an  equitable  abandonment  of  a  claim,  a  kind  of  perpetual 
disclaimierf  and  a  party  cannot  be  covertly  led  into  it;  he  must  be  made  perfect- 
]y  aware  of  the  interest  of  the  party  making  the  inquiry,  or  that  his  declaration 
is  going  to  be,  or  will  be  likely  to  be  relied  upon,  by  some  one. 

Where  a  note  was  shown  in  the  orator^s  possession  in  October,  1848,  and  secured 
by  a  mortgage  duly  executed  in  1843,  and  then  recorded,  and  the  note  bearing 
that  date,  it  was  held  entitled  to  be  regarded  as  having  existed  and  been  deliv- 
eied  at  that  time,  so  as  to  make  it  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  impeach  iL 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  orator  alledged  in 
his  bill,  that  Heber  Chamberlain  being  indebted  to  one  Solon 
Clark,  in  Rochester,  Vermont,  for  eleven  hundred  dollars,  (specify- 
ing the  notes,)  to  secure  the  amount,  on  the  6th  day  of  September, 
1841,  made  mortgage  of  certain  lands  in  said  Rochester, — being 
the  farm  which  said  Clark  had  that  day  conveyed  to  the  said  He- 
ber Chamberlain;  that  on  the  16th  day  of  October,  1848,  said 
Clark  assigned  the  mortgage  to  the  orator,  in  consideration  of 
$600  and  also  the  notes  ;  that  on  the  23d  day  of  September,  1843, 
the  said  Chamberlain,  being  indebted  to  the  orator  in  the  sum  of 
^Te  hundred  dollars,  conveyed  the  land  to  the  orator.  Long  after 
tbis,  Royal  Flint,  having  recovered  judgment  against  said  Cham- 
berlain, levied  the  same  upon  the  land  mortgaged.  Claim  for 
foreclosure  against  both.  The  bill  was  taken  as  confessed,  as  to 
Chamberlain. 

The  defendant  Flint  answered,  admits  the  mortgage  and  the  as- 
signment of  the  notes  then  due,  which  the  defendant  claims  was 
only  $600,  and  consents  to  decree  to  that  amount,  and  sets  forth 
his  judgment  and  levy,  but  denies  that  he  claims  against  Clark's 
mortgage,  and  denies  that  Wooley  had  any  other  mortgage  except 
the  Clark,  but  admits  that  such  a  deed  was  procured  to  be  execu- 
ted by  Chamberlain,  but  denies  that  the  same  was  delivered  until 
after  Flint's  attachment,  and  charges  that  it  was  without  consid- 
eration, and  fraudulent,  and  that  if  any  indebtedness  then  existed, 
it  has  long  since  been  paid.  That  Chamberlain  represented  that 
he  owned  the  land,  except  the  Clark  mortgage,  and  that  on  the 
faith  of  the  truth  of  such  representations,  he  trusted  him  and  made 
no  examination  into  the  records,  and .  had  not  the  least  suspicion 
of  the  existence  of  any  such  mortgage  as  that  last  set  forth. 
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Claims  that  his  debt  was  justly  due,  setting  forth  the  debtfi,  judg- 
ments and  levy,  subject  to  the  mortgage  of  Clark  only;  that 
Chamberlain  failed  about  the  first  of  January,  1848,  and  is  still 
insolvent,  and  that  he,  the  said  Flint,  has  no  other  security. 

Traverse  and  supplemental  answers. 

That  he  first  heard  of  said  mortgage  last  named,  the  10th  day 
of  January,  1848,  and  verily  believed  it  merely  colorable,  and  for 
Chamberlain's  benefit.  Applied  to  plaintiff  to  know  if  he  owned 
any  land  or  claimed  any  interest  in  any  lands  in  the  town  of 
Rochester,  and  was  informed  that  he  did  not,  and  on  the  faith  of 
that  assertion  made  his  levy  as  he  did,  and  now  claims  that  plain- 
tiff shall  not  be  allowed  to  mak€  a  case  different  from  his  claim  at 
that  time,  upon  which  he  has  relied. 

Traverse  and  testimony. 

The  testimony  of  Heber  Chamberlain,  one  of  the  defendants, 
was  taken  by  plaintiff,  and  proves  the  mortgage  executed  by  him 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  benefit,  that  it  was  delivered 
by  the  witness  in  October  or  November,  1843,  was  then  indebted 
about  $800.  That  there  were  five  promissory  notes, — that  he 
gave  the  $500  note  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  took  the  mortgage, 
and  took  up  other  notes  and  accounts  to  make  it  that  amount ;  that 
this  was  in  accordance  with  an  agreement  between  witness  and 
plaintiff. 

Defendants'  testimony.  John  Trask,  town  clerk  of  Rochester, 
and  made  the  mortgage,  at  the  request  of  Chamberlain,  and  re- 
corded it ;  saw  no  note,  to  his  recollection  at  the  time  ;  Chamber- 
lain paid  for  making  and  recording  deed, —  did  not  know  Wooley. 

Lyman  Ellsworth  testified  that  he  went  to  Grafton,  Vt.,  to  talk 
with  plaintiff;  represented  himself  as  a  dealer  in  wool,  and  in  pur- 
suit of  wild  land ;  understood  plaintiff  to  say  that  he  owned  no 
land  in  Rochester  and  had  no  interest  in  land  in  that  town. 

Decree  for  the  orator  for  the  full  amount  of  both  mortgages, 
April  term,  1851.     From  which  decree  the  defendant  appealed. 

A,  Stoddard  for  orator. 

1.  The  mortgage  deed  from  Chamberlain  to  Wooley  was  exe- 
cuted bona  fide,  and  for  the  amount  of  the  note  set  forth  and  de- 
scribed therein. 

The  deed  was  duly  executed,  delivered  and  recorded. 
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The  $500  note,  described  in  the  mortgage  and  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  is  proved  and  unpaid. 

The  execution,  delivery  and  recording  of  said  mortgage  deed, 
was  long  previous  to  the  time  when  the  defendant  Flint's  lien  was 
created,  and  to  Chamberlain's  indebtedness  to  him. 

2.  The  orator  is  not  estopped  from  claiming  under  said  mortgage. 

Estoppels  in  pais  go  upon  the  ground  that  it  would  hQ  fraud  for 
a  person,  by  his  admission,  to  induce  another  with  whom  he  has 
dealing,  into  a  course  of  conduct  that  would  be  injurious  to  him  if 
the  party  making  the  admission  be  not  estopped  from  denying  it. 
2  CJowen's  Phil.  200,  203.  Judge  Cowen's  definition  of  estoppels 
in  pais  in  DazeU  v.  OdeU,  3  Hill*  219,  cited  in  2  S.  L.  C.  532. 
Hicki  et  al.  v.  Crane  et  al.,  17  Vt.  R.  449.  2  S.  L.  C.  533. 
5  N.  H.  456,  Ti^  v.  Hays.     11,  lb.  259  Bavis  v.  Sanders. 

The  only  testimony  bearing  upon  the  •stoppel  is  that  of  Ells- 
worth, who  testifies  that  he  called  at  the  orator's  house  in  July, 
1848  ;  that  he  did  not  disclose  the  object  of  his  visit,  whose  agent 
he  was,  or  Chamberlain's  indebtedness  to  Flint,  and  that  nothing 
was  said  about  a  mortgage. 

The  orator's  claim  upon  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  chancellor's 
decree  was  $1,413  87,  exclusive  of  costs,  the  value  of  the  land  as 
shown  by  the  testimony  of  Harvey  is  $1100. 

The  orator,  therefore,  prays  this  court  for  such  a  decreo.  as  will 
entitle  him  to  an  execution  for  his  costs,  both  in  this  cuiut  iuid  be- 
fore the  chancellor. 

'JS.  Hutchinson  for  defendants. 

1.  There  was  error  in  the  decree  in  allowing  the  Wooley  mort- 
gage. 

The  delivery  of  a  deed,  or  other  writing,  is  as  necessary  to  its 

validity,  as  its  execution,  and  it  only  takes  effect  from  its  delivery, 
Stiles  V.  Brotm,  16  Vt.  563. 

A  creditor  who  attaches  the  land  of  his  debtor  after  a  deed  con- 
veying such  lands  has  been  executed  and  recorded,  but  before  it 
has  been  accepted  by  the  grantee,  will  hold  the  land  as  against 
such  deed.     Denton  v.  Perry^  5  Vt.  382. 

The  general  rule  of  evidence  is,  that  it  requires  the  testimony 
of  two  witnesses,  (of  more  than  one  by  aU  the  authorities,)  to  over- 
come the  denial  of  the  answer,  in  a  matter  responsive  to  the  bill, 
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or  such  corroborative  circumstances  as  shall  be  equivalent  to  such 
additional  testimony.  It  is  believed  that  no  reported  case  can  be 
found,  where  the  orator  has  had  the  decree  upon  such  an  amount 
of  testimony  only  in  his  favor,  as  in  the  present  case.  We  refer 
to  a  few  of  the  leading  authorities.  Pierson  v.  CcUlin,  8  Vt.  272. 
2  Story's  Eq.  Ju.  Ch.  43  §  1528.  Porter  v.  Bank  of  RuOandy  19 
Vt  410.  Pilling  v.  Armitage,  12  Ves.  80.  Biddulph  v.  St.  John, 
2  Sch.  &  Lef.  521-532.  Kemeys  v.  Proctor,  3  Ves.  &  Bea.  58. 
E,  S.  Co.  V.  Donalds,  9  Ves.  275.     Gresley  Eq.  Ev.  4. 

The  testimony  of  Chamberlain,  (if  a  competent  witness  for  the 
orator,)  is  attended  with  many  circumstances,  always  held  to  create 
A  suspicion  of  its  truth.     Gresley's  Eq.  Ev.  Pt  3  Ch.  3,  p.  361-2. 

The  weight  of  presumption  is  against  the  truth  of  Chamberlain's 
story.  The  case  discloses  the  means  within  the  orator^s  reach,  if 
true,  to  support  it  by  <fther  direct  testimony,  which  he  has  not 
done.  Gresley's  Eq.  Ev.  Pt  3,  Ch.  4,  last  page  of  Ch. — title 
^^  General  OhservationsJ* 

The  supplemental  answer  sets  forth  matter,  which  we  claim  as 
an  estoppel  upon  the  orator.  (See  L.  Ellsworth's  testimony.) 
Broome  v.  Beers,  6  Conn.  R.  198. 

2.  There  is  error  in  the  decree  also  in  this — that  it  is  for  the 
whole  amount  of  both  mortgages  and  interest  and  accruing  inter- 
est to  become  due  ;  when  the  testimony  shows  the  orator  to  be, 
and  to  have  been  in  possession  of  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  prof- 
its of  the  mortgaged  premises,  since  April  1,  1848. 

A  deduction  should  be  made,  at  least  for  that,  to  be  ascertained 
by  a  reference. 

The  answer  tenders  to  orator  a  decree  for  the  amount  of  the 
Clark  mortgage  and  the  costs  of  an  ordinary  bill  of  foreclosure. 
Inasmuch  as  he  has  gone  for  more,  (if  he  does  not  succeed 
upon  both  mortgages,)  we  claim  costs  throughout,  with  the  above 
deduction. 

• 

The  case  was  heard  and  reserved  till  the  circuit  term  at  Wood- 
stock, in  Windsor  county,  on  the  second  Tuesday  in  September, 
when  the  opinion  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  The  bill  in  this  case  seeks  a  foreclosure  upon 
two  mortgages.     In  regard  to  the  first  there  is  no  controversy. 

In  regard  to  the  second,  the  bill  is  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a 
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bill  for  foreclosure.  The  bill  charges  that  the  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted bj  the  defendant  Chamberlain,  on  the  2dd  of  September, 
1843,  to  the  orator  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  for 
$500,  which  he  then  owed  the  orator,  and  which  he  has  neyer 
paid.  The  bill  further  alledges,  that  the  defendant  Flint  recover- 
ed judgment  against  Chamberlain  and  levied  upon  the  premises, 
at  a  subsequent  date,  as  the  property  of  Chamberlain,  and  asks 
for  a  foreclosure  of  the  title  of  both  defendants. 

The  bill  is  taken  as  confessed,  against  Chamberlain,  and  is  an- 
swered by  Flint.  Flint  admits  the  execution  and  recording  of 
this  mortgage,  before  his  levy,  but  denies  its  delivery,  until  after 
that  date.  He  abo  denies  the  bona  fide  character  and  considera- 
^on  of  Uie  note  secured  by  this  mortgage.  This  answer  is  tra- 
versed and  testimony  taken  upon  both  sides. 

1.  It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  Flint,  that  his  answer  is  to 
be  r^arded  as  evidence  in  the  case,  in  regard  to  the  time  of  the 
delivery  and  the  consideration  of  the  note. 

But  this  we  think  is  clearly  not  admissible,  for  two  reasons. 
First.  Flint  has  no  actual  knowledge  in  regard  to  either  of  these 
points,  does  not  profess  to  have  any,  and  is  not  supposed  to  have 
any  in  the  bill,  and  is  not  .either  by  the  form  of  the  bill,  or  the  in- 
terrogations, called  upon  to  make  answer  upon  either  of  these 
points.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  now  regarded  as  settled 
in  this  State,  that  the  answer  is  a  mere  denial,  a  traverse  of  the 
bfll,  and  leaves  the  point  to  be  proved  by  the  orator,  by  the  ordi- 
nary measure  of  proof,  the  same  as  where  the  defendant  formally 
commends  the  orator  to  such  proof,  as  he  may  be  able  to  make, 
acknowledging  his  own  utter  ignorance  upon  the  point. 

Secondly.  Even  where  the  defendant  in  a  biU  of  foreclosure,  is 
the  original  mortgagor,  and  has  actual  knowledge  of  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  deed,  bond,  or  note,  his  answer  is  never  regard- 
ed as  evidence  to  impeach  the  consideration  of  the  mortgage  secu- 
rities. Possibly  the  answer  might  under  some  circumstances,  be 
regarded  as  evidence  upon  the  question  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage  securities,  which  would  include  the  matter  of  delivery, 
but  could  never  be  regarded  as  extending  to  a  subsequent  incum- 
brance, who  knew  nothing  of  the  facts.  This  point  was  expressly 
decided  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Loomis  v.  Fat/  4"  ^otchin^  in 
the  circuit  term,  in  Rutland  county,  in  June. 


276  WINDHAM   COUNTY. 

Wooley  r.  Chamberlain  and  Flint 

The  deed  then  being  produced  by  the  plaintiff  and  recorded,  af- 
ter acknowledgment  in  the  usual  mode,  must  be  regarded  as  prima 
facte,  executed  at  the  time  it  purports  to  have  been.  And  the 
note  bemg  also  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiff,  and  confessedly 
signed  by  the  defendant  Chamberlain,  is  good  until  impeached. 

This  is  attempted  in  two  modes.  First.  By  what  is  claimed  as 
an  estoppel  in  pats.  But  we  cannot  think  the  testimony  shows 
what  amounts  to  an  estoppel  in  pais  upon  the  orator.  To  have 
that  effect,  he  must  have  had  his  mind  brought  to  the  very  point  of 
the  subsistence  of  the  second  mortgage  upon  this  very  lot,  and  ei- 
ther have  been  told  that  Flint  wished  to  levy,  or  some  other  cred- 
itors, or  in  some  way  have  been  made  aware  of  the  importance 
and  necessity,  for  the  safety  of  others,  that  he  should  state  the  ex- 
tent of  his  claim  upon  the  land.  An  estoppel  of  this  kind  is  an 
equitable  abandonment  of  a  claim  ;  a  kind  of  perpetual  disclaimer, 
and  a  party  cannot  be  covertly  led  into  it.  It  goes  upon  the 
ground  of  the  obligation  resting  upon  one  owner,  or  part  owner  of 
the  property,  to  disclose  the  true  state  of  his  title  to  another  who 
is,  or  who  is  about  to  become  interested  in  the  same  thing.  And 
the  party,  to  be  affected  by  the  estoppel,  should  be  made  fully 
aware  of  the  interest  of  the  party  making  the  inquiry,  or  that  the 
declaration  is  going  to  be,  or  will  be  likely  to  be  relied  upon  by 
some  one. 

The  proof,  in  the  present  case,  is  altogether  bare  of  any  such 
ingredient  The  manner  in  which  Lyman  Ellsworth  approached 
the  orator  was  calculated,  and  was  very  obviously  intended  to  put 
Wooley  off  his  guard,  and  lead  him  to  suppose  Ellsworth  had  in 
fact,  no  interest  in  this  particular  land,  but  the  contrary.  The 
idea  that  one  is  to  disclaim  his  rights,  beyond  all  recovery,  with- 
out being  made  aware  what  he  is  doing,  is  certainly  very  far  from 
the  fair  import  of  an  estoppel  in  pais.  We  think  the  old  doctrine, 
that  estoppels  are  odious,  might  very  justly  be  applied  to  one  of 
this  character,  which  one  is  to  be  made  to  incur,  covertly,  and  so 
to  speak,  by  a  kind  of  slight  of  hand. 

Secondly.  The  only  remaining  ground  upon  which  it  is  claimed 
that  the  orator  should  not  have  a  foreclosure  upon  this  second 
mortgage,  is  that  the  proof,  fairly  weighed,  fails  to  show  its  con- 
tinuing force  and  obligation.  The  testimony  seems  to  show  the 
existence  of  the  note  for  $500  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  before 
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the  master,  and  indeed  as  early  as  October,  1848,  Flint's  title  ac- 
cruing the  January  before.  (We  have  no  copy  of  this  $500  note 
furnished  to  the  court,  but  it  seem^  to  be  conceded,  on  both  sides, 
that  the  note  is  in  the  case,  and  our  opinion  is  based  upon  that 
supposition.  If  that  be  not  the  fact,  the  evidence  would  certainly 
merit  a  somewhat  different  consideration.) 

This  note  then,  being  shown  in  the  orator's  possession  as  early 
as  October,  1848,  and  being  secured  by  a  mortgage,  duly  execu- 
ted in  1843,  and  then  recorded,  and  the  note  bearing  that  date,  it 
will  be  fairly  entitled  to  be  regarded  as  having  existed  and  been 
delivered  at  that  time. 

It  is  then  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  impeach  it.  This 
he  cannot  do  by  his  answer,  for  he  has  no  knowledge  upon  that 
point,  and  if  he  had,  his  answer  at  the  most,  is  only  testimony  to 
the  fact  of  delivery  and  not  to  impeach  the  consideration.  Adams 
T.  Adams,  22  Vt.  R.  68  et.  seq.  And  upon  the  point  of  the  deliv- 
ery of  this  note,  it  must  be  very  obvious  to  any  one,  that  the  con- 
viction of  the  mind  upon  this  subject  would  stand  very  different 
if  the  party  executing  the  note,  declared  in  his  answer,  that  it  was 
not,  in  fact,  delivered  until  after  Flint's  title  accrued,  from  what  it 
now  does,  upon  the  simple  denial  of  Flint. 

In  regard  to  this  proof,  aside  from  the  issue,  for  the  bill  and  an- 
swer in  this  case,  amount  to  nothing  more,  it  will  very  readily  oc- 
cur to  any  one,  that  the  hypothesis  assumed  by  Flint,  is  a  very 
possible  one,  and  there  are,  no  doubt,  some  circumstances  tending 
to  induce  us  to  apprehend  that  the  truth  even,  may  lie  in  that  di- 
rection. The  declarations  of  Wooley,  made  to  Ellsworth,  if  faith- 
fully reported  by  him,  certainly  look  as  if  orator  probably  would 
not  have  said  all  he  did,  if  ^this  $500  mortgage,  and  $300  more  of 
debt,  had  then  been  owing  to  him  from  Chamberlain,  and  a  mort- 
gage in  present  existence  for  the  $500. 

But  there  is  doubtless  something  to  be  said  in  regard  to  Ells- 
worth's testimony.  Wooley  may  not  have  felt  bound,  under  the 
circumstances  of  that  conversation,  to  state  all  his  private  mat- 
ters of  deal  with  Chamberlain ;  some  men  would,  and  more  per- 
haps, would  not  have  done  it.  The  appearance  of  Ellsworth, 
and  his  declarations  to  Wooley,  seem  to  represent  him  at  that 
time  as  acting  the  part  of  a  dealer  in  wild  lands  and  in  wool, 
and  beyond  this,  Wooley  would  not  have  been  bound,  by  terms 
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of  the  utmost  courtesy  perhaps,  to  disclose  his  private  dealings 
with  Chamberlain. 

The  testimony  of  Chamberlain  on  the  other  hand  is  full  to  the 
point  of  consideration  and  delivery,  and  it  seems  to  us  probable, 
and  very  considerably  confirmed  by  the  old  notes  and  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  at  the  interview  in  October,  1848.  This  latter  mat- 
ter, however,  could  scarcely  be  regarded  as  of  much  weight  in  a 
legal  point  of  view. 

The  testimony  of  Trask  does  not  seem  to  us  to  detract  at  all 
from  that  of  Chamberlain.  A  recollection  of  his  "  hesitation  "  At 
that  length  of  time,  under  the  circumstances,  is  certainly  not  much 
to  be  relied  upon. 

Notwithstanding  then  we  might  believe  it  possible,  or  even  have 
some  doubts,  wc  could  not  set  aside  this  mortgage  short  of  some 
satisfactory  evidence.  And  it  does  not  seem  to  us  to  exist  in  the 
case. 

The  rents  and  profits,  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount 
due,  but  we  do  not  learn  that  that  was  insisted  upon  in  the  answer 
or  before  the  master,  and  if  it  is  now  denied,  the  chancellor  will 
no  doubt  order  it  done  in  the  proper  form,  if  it  is  deemed  of  any 
importance,  and  upon  proper  terms.  The  decree  of  the  chancel- 
lor is  affirmed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  the  court  of  chancery  to 
be  there  carried  into  effect. 


H.  Amidown  &  Co.  v.  Osgood  &  Minard. 

Book  Account,    Practice.     Dissolution  of  Copartners,     Liahilit^ 

of  the  retiring  partner. 

If  a  question  is  not  raised  in  the  court  below,  it  cannot  be  urged  or  insisted  upon 
as  forming  any  ground  of  error  in  the  supreme  court. 

Where  goods  were  delivered  before  any  publication  of  the  dissolution  of  the  part- 
nership, and  the  retiring  partner  still  remained  in  the  store,  though  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  clerk,  but  with  the  old  sign  up,  it  was  held,  that  the  credit  mupt  be  re- 
garded, as  fairly  given  to  the  partnership,  and  that  the  vendor  of  the  good)»,  in 
regard  to  dealings  was  entitled  to  the  same  notice,  as  if  the  first  dealing  had  been 
before  the  actual  dissolution  of  the  copartnership. 
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Book  Accoxtnt.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  the  fol- 
lowing facts : 

That  the  goods  specified  in  a  bill  marked  "A."  amounting  to 
the  sum  of  $47,14  were  sold  and  delivered  bj  the  plaintiffs  to 
George  Minard,  on  the  twenty -eighth  day  of  April,  1849,  and 
also  the  goods  specified  in  a  bill  marked  "  B."  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  $114,04  were  sold  and  delivered  to  George  Minard,  on 
the  eighth  day  of  October,  1849,  and  that  said  goods  have  not 
been  paid  for,  or  any  part  of  them.  That  during  the  year  1848, 
and  up  to  the  first  day  of  April,  1849,  the  said  Minard  and  de- 
fendant Osgood,  were  doing  business  in  the  village  of  Bellows 
Falls,  as  copartners  in  the  mercantile  business,  under  the  name 
and  firm  of  Osgood  &  Minard. 

That  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1849,  they  dissolved  said  co- 
partnership, and  business  was  carried  on  or  continued  in  the  same 
store  by  the  said  Minard  until  sometime  in  the  month  of  January, 
1850,  when  said  Minard  failed. 

That  while  said  Osgood  &  Minard  were  in  company  they  kept 
a  sign  upon  the  store  occupied  by  them,  with  the  name  of  the  firm 
upon  it,  and  that  said  sign  remained  upon  said  store  unaltered  up 
to  the  time  said  Minard  failed,  in  January,  1850. 

That  in  the  latter  part  of  August,  1848,  one  Wm.  A.  Beecher, 
a  clerk  of  the  plaLntiffs,  noticed  the  sign  of  the  defendants,  and 
called  at  their  store,  had  conversation  with  said  Minard,  and  in- 
vited him  to  call  upon  plaintiffs  and  purchase  goods ;  that  in 
April,  1849,  said  Beecher  saw  said  Minard  in  Boston  and  again 
urged  him  to  call  upon  the  plaintiffs ;  that  in  consequence  of  said 
invitation  said  Minard  did  call  upon  the  plaintiffs  and  purchased 
the  goods  specified  in  bill  "A." ;  that  nothing  was  said  by  either 
party  about  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  of  Osgood  &  Minard ;  that 
the  bill  was  made  out  and  forwarded  with  the  goods  to  said  Mi- 
nard in  the  name  of  Osgood  &  Minard ;  that  Minard  did  not 
know  in  whose  name  the  bill  was  made  out  until  he  received  said 
bill,  and  did  not  then  inform  the  plaintiffs  that  it  was  incorrect. 

That  a  Mr.  Harding,  one  of  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  was  in  Bellows 
Falls  in  the  summer  of  1849,  between  the  times  of  the  purchase 
of  the  goods  named  in  said  bills,  and  called  at  said  Minard's 
store,  had  conversation  with  said  Minard,  but  nothing  was  said 
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about  the  dissolution  of  said  firm  of  Osgood  &  Minard,  or  of  the 
error  of  said  plaintiifs  in  charging  said  goods  to  the  defendants. 

That  said  Minard  without  further  invitation  called  at  plaintiffs' 
store  in  October,  1849,  and  purchased  the  second  bill  of  goods, 
marked  "  B." ;  that  nothing  was  then  said  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
said  firm  of  Osgood  6c  Minard,  and  that  said  Minard  at  this  time 
purchased  a  shawl  for  his  wife  and  paid  the  money  for  the  same. 
That  it  did  not  appear  whether  said  bill  was  handed  said  Minard 
in  Boston  or  sent  with  the  goods. 

That  soon  after  the  return  of  said  Minard  from  Boston,  in  April, 
1849,  when  the  first  bill  of  goods  were  purchased,  a  notice  of  the 
dissolution  of  said  firm  of  Osgood  &  Minard  was  published  in  the 
Bellows  Falls  Gazette ;  that  Osgood,  after  the  dissolution,  April 
first,  1849,  remained  in  the  store  for  said  Minard  until  after  his 
return  from  Boston,  and  then  removed  to  the  West. 

That  sometime  between  the  purchase  of  the  goods,  October 
8th,  1849,  and  the  purchase  of  goods  October  18th,  1849,  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  his  name  alone  to  the  amount  of  $30,72,  said  Mi- 
nard sent  a  quantity  of  mittens  to  the  plaintiffs,  with  an  accompa- 
nying letter  consigning  them  in  his  own  name,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  forwarding  to  the  order  of  Minard  the  last  named  bill  of 
goods  to  the  amount  of  $30,72,  the  plaintiffs  had  in  their  posses- 
sion mittens,  more  than  sufiicient  to  pay  the  amount  of  said  last 
named  bill. 

The  auditor  found  due  plaintiffs  on  Bill  "A."  $51,36  and  on 
bill  "B."  $124,04,  making  in  all  the  sum  of  $175,40,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  whether  from  the  facts,  plaintiffs  are  en 
titled  to  recover  for  either  or  both  said  sums. 

The  county  court,  April  term,  1851, —  Collamer,  J.,  presid- 
ing,—  rendered  judgment  on  the  report  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 
Exceptions  by  defendants. 

Stoughton  Sf  Baxter  for  defendants. 

We  insist  that  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs  never  had  any  deal 
with  the  defendants  during  their  said  copartnership,  that  no  no- 
tice of  the  dissolution  was  necessary  to  protect  the  retiring  partner 
from  liability.  3  Kent  Com.  67.  More  especially  if  the  retiring 
partner  was  not  by  his  own  permission  held  out  as  a  partner,  and 
credit  given  to  him  by  the  plaintiffs.    54  Com.  Law  31. 
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The  case  simply  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  clerk  after  the  disso- 
lution saw  the  names  of  the  old  firm  upon  a  sign  over  the  door  of 
the  store,  but  it  nowhere  appears  that  this  fact  was  ever  reported 
by  that  clerk  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  report  shows  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  summer  of 
1849,  and  after  the  dissolution  had  been  published  in  the  Gazette, 
was  at  Bellows  Falls,  but  it  does  not  appeal*  that  he  ever  saw 
said  sign.  Now,  we  insist  that  the  court  are  •  not  at  liberty  to 
infer  that  the  retiring  partner  permitted  himself  to  be  held  out  as 
a  partner,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  gave  credit  to  him.  54  Com. 
Law  81.     47  Com.  Law  580.     29  Com.  Law  377. 

The  publication  of  the  dissolution,  was  after  the  first  purchase 
and  before  the  second,  advertised  in  the  Gazette,  and  this  was  all 
the  notice  necessary  to  protect  the  retiring  partner  from  liability 
to  those  who  had  had  no  deal  with  the  firm  during  the  continuance 
of  the  copartnership.     Prentiss  v.  Sinclair ,  5  Vt.  149. 

The  auditor  finds  the  fact  that  the  mittens  consigned  to  the 
plaintiffs  were  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  bill  of  $30,72,  and 
it  is  clear  that  the  goods  thus  consigned  although  in  the  name  of 
Minard,  must  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  earlier  account.  30 
Eng.  Com.  Law  283. 

A.  Keyes  for  plaintiffs. 

1.  In  the  sale  of  the  bill  "A."  the  plaintiffs  were  dealing  with 
an  old  firm  known  to  them  as  such,  and  without  any  notice  ex- 
press or  implied  of  a  dissolution,  they  were  not  affected  by  the 
dissolution,  whatever  it  was.  8  Wend.  R.  423-4.  6  Johns.  R. 
144.  6  Cowen  701-4.  Colly er  on  Part.  310,  312.  Prentiss  v. 
Sinclair,  5  Vt.  149.  Atwater  v.  Moore,  10  Vt.  75.  Story  on 
Part.  247  to  252. 

2.  Bill  marked  "B."  was  sold  afler  dissolution  published  in 
Bellows  Falls  Gazette.  But  no  actual  notice  was  given  the 
plaintiffs,  and  as  they  had  been  former  customers  of  the  firm  they 
oould  not  be  affected  by  presumf)tive  notice.  Graves  v.  Merry,  6- 
Cowen  701-4,  and  authorities  cited. 

The  purchase  of  the  shawl  for  his  wife  and  paying  the  money,. 
while  bill  "  B."  was  taken  on  credit,  tended  to  confirm  the  plain- 
tiffs that  they  were  dealing  with  Osgood  &  Minard. 

3.  The  charge  of  the  last  bill  "  C."  to  Minai-d  alone  can  have 
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no  efibct  to  alter  the  case,  for  Minard  had  then  a  credit  for  mit^ 
tens  sent  plaintiffs,  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  that  bill. 

Bt  the  Coitrt.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  good  reason 
to  require  the  plaintiffs  to  set  off  the  value  of  the  mittens  con- 
signed to  them  by  Minard,  against  the  goods  soid  on  the  credit  of 
Osgood  &  Minard,  if  the  plaintiffs  were  justified  in  so  seUing  the 
goods.  For  firstly,  no  such  question  appears  ever  to  have  been 
raised  in  the  case  before  this  time,  and  by  ervery  rule  of  practice 
it  must  have  been  raised  in  the  court  below,  in  order  to  form  any 
ground  of  error  in  this  court.  Secondly,  if  the  two  first  bills  of 
goods  were  fairly  delivered  on  the  credit  of  Osgood  &  Minard^ 
then  there  can  be  no  doubt  the  offset  must  first  be  applied  to  ex- 
tinguish Minard*s  own  debt,  which  may  have  been  contracted  upon 
the  faith  of  this  very  consignment.  The  only  question,  then,  is, 
whether  defendants  are  liable  for  the  goods  charged  to  them» 

The^  law  requires,  that  upon  the  dissolution  of  a  mercantile 
partnership,  notice  of  such  dissolution  shall  be  published  in  a 
newspaper  circulating  in  the  place  of  such  business,  in  order  to 
exonerate  the  retiring  partner,  even,  as  to  those  with  whom  the 
firm  have  had  no  previous  dealings,  and  as  to  these  latter  actual 
notice  is  required. 

In  the  present  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  the  goods  were  real- 
ly delivered,  upon  the  credit  of  the  partnership,  which  is  the 
ground  of  decision  in  the  case  cited,  54  Com.  Law  31.  And  as 
to  tibe  bill  marked  "A."  the  goods  were  delivered  before  any  pub- 
lication of  dissolution,  and  while  Osgood  still  remained  in  the 
store,  as  clerk  to  be  sure,  but  with  the  old  sign  still  up.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  seems  to  us  the  credit  must  be  regarded  as 
fairly  given  to  the  partnership.  And  in  regard  to  future  dealings 
we  do  not  see  why  in  justice  the  plaintiffs  should  not  be  reasona- 
bly entitled  to  the  same  notice,  as  if  the  dealing  had  been  before 
the  actual  dissolution.     Osgood  knew  that  the  firm  would  be  liable 

■ 

for  all  goods  bought  by  Minard  on  the  credit  of  the  firm,  before 
the  publication  of  the  dissolution,  and  as  he  trusted  him  with  that 
power,  it  is  but  reasonable  he  should  be  bound  to  take  notice  how 
he  used  the  power,  and  be  bound  by  his  use  of  it,  the  same  as  if 
he  had  actual  notice,  and  so  in  reality  to  be  bound  by  his  abuse 
cof  the  power. 
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This  would  impose  upon  him  the  necessity  of  searching  out 
those  with  whom  Minard  had  dealt  upon  the  credit  of  the  firm, 
before  the  publication  of  notice  of  the  dissolution  of  the  copartner- 
ship, and  give  them  actual  notice  of  such  dissolution.  There 
seems  to  be  some  equity  in  requiring  this  in  the  present  case,  as 
if  Osgood  had  had  actual  notice  of  the  purchase  of  the  first  bill 
of  goods  upon  the  partnership  credit. 

The  dissolution  did  not  become  effectual,  as  to  third  persons, 
until  the  publication.  As  to  everybody  but  the  parties,  the  date 
of  the  dissolution  is  the  time  of  the  publication,  as  the  date  of  the 
record  of  a  deed  is  the  date  of  the  deed  to  all  purposes  of  third 
persons,  who  have  acquired  interest  in  the  land  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  the  deed. 

Judgment  afiirmed.. 


Reuben  Winn  v.  Stephen  Averill  and  OrHEKSi^ 

Amendments 

The  plaintiff  commenced  his  action  on  book  account  against  several  defendants, 
and  the  same  was 'committed  to  an  auditor,  who  made  his  report  to  the  county 
court;  before  said  report  was  accepted,  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  for  leave 
to  strike  out  the  name  of  Rufus  Chase,  one  of  the  defendants,  it  appearing  that 
said  Chase  was  not  in  life  when  the  services  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims  a  re 
covery  were  contracted  for  and  performed.  The  court  granted  the  leave  asked^ 
and  thereupon  rendered  judgment  on  the  report  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  other 
defendants.  It  was  held  that  the  court,  in  allowing  this  amendment,  did  not  ex* 
ceed  their  power  and  duty. 

Book  Account.  The  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  and  came  to  the  county  court  bj  appeal,  taken  by 
the  defendants.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county 
court,  and  an  auditor  appointed,  who  made  his  report..  At  the 
September  term  of  the  county  court,  A.  D.  1851, —  Collamer, 
J.,  presiding, — the  plaintiff,  after  the  report  was  filed,  moved  for 
leave  to  strike  out  the  name*  of  Rufus  Chase,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, it  appearing,  from  the  report^  that  said  Chase  was  not  in 
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life,  at  the  time  when  the  services  for  which  the  plaintiff  claims  a 
reijoverj  were  contracted  for  and  performed.  Leave  was  granted 
as  asked  for,  and  thereupon  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff upon. the  report.  To  the  granting  of  said  leave,  and  to  said 
judgment,  the  defendants  excepted. 

0.  L.  Shafter  for  defendants. 

1.  The  court  had  no  power  to  allow  the  amendment.  Emerson 
V.  WiUon,  11  Vt.  357.  Bovman  v.  StoweU  et  al,  21  Vt  309. 
Claremont  Bank  v.  Wood  et  al,,  12  Vt.  252.  Loomis  v.  Barrett^ 
4  Vt  450.    Acts  of  1835,  p.  7. 

2.  If  tha  amendment  was  improperly  made,  then  the  judgment 
was  erroneous  on  the  ground  of  the  misjoinder.     Chit.  PI.  1.  50a. 

J,  K  Butler  and  W.  IL  Follett  for  plaintiff. 

If  the  writ  and  declaration  had  been  issued  {gainst  these  same 
defendants,  describing  them  as  survivors  of  Rufus  Chase,  there 
would  it  seems  have  been  no  legal  variance.  Bailey  v.  Hodges  et 
al,,  19  Vt.  618. 

Suppose  all  the  facts  detailed  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  had  been 
set  forth  in  the  writ,  it  would  be  rejected  as  surplusage,  and 
should  be  so  taken. 

These  exceptions  are  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement,  and 
the  reasons  why  some  things  in  tlie  book  account  action  may  be 
taken  advantage  of  before  the  auditor  as  nonjoinder,  &c.,  is  be- 
cause k  cannot  be  known  before.  But  the  fact  that  Rufus  Chase 
was  no  party  and  was  not  in  existence  was  known,  and  should 
have  been  taken  advantage  of  in  abatement.     12  Metcalf  266. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsiiA3i,  J.  On  the  coming  in  of  tlie  reiK)rt  of  the  auditor  in 
this  case,  the  county  court,  on  application  by  the  plaintiff,  permit- 
ted the  name  of  Rufus  Chase  to  be  struck  from  the  record  as  one 
of  the  defendants,  and  rendered  judgment  on  the  report  against 
the  others.  We  learn  from  the  case,  that  Mr.  Chase  was  one  of  the 
onginal  petitioaers,  but  that  he  deceased  in  1846,  and  before  the 
rendition  of  these  services,  or  commencement  of  this  action.  The 
right  of  action  on  his  decease,  survived  against  these  defendants, 
as  against  them  an  action  can  be  sustained,  but  not  against  Mr. 
Chase,  or  any  one  re^presenting  lim. 
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We  entertain  no  doubt,  as  to  the  power  and  duty  of  the  court, 
in  allowing  this  amendment  of  the  record,  and  striking  his  name 
therefrom  as  one  of  the  defendants,  no  more,  than  if  such  a  man 
had  never  existed,  or  the  name  was  entirely  fictitious.  In  the 
case  of  Leverett  v.  Harris^  7  Mass.  Rep.  292,  and  Parsons  v. 
Plaisted^  13  Mass.  Rep.  189,  it  was  held,  that  a  wife  could  not  be 
sued  with  her  husband,  on  covenants  executed  during  coverture, 
and  on  motion  her  name  was  stricken  from  the  record,  as  one  of 
the  defendants,  and  the  case  proceeded  against  the  other  defend- 
ant. In  the  case  of  Whitluck  v.  Cook,  15  John.  Rep.  483,  the 
question  arose,  under  similar  circumstances,  and  on  motion,  the 
plaintiff  was  permitted  to  enter  a  noUe  prosequi  as  to  the  wife,  as 
the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action  against  the  husband.  See  also 
Rehohath  v.  Hunt,  1  Pick.  Rep.  224,  where  a  writ  of  •ntry  was 
amended  by  striking  out  the  name  of  one  of  the  demandants. 
^The  rule  seems  to  be  that  no  new  parties  can  be  added  by 
"amendment."  2  Fairf.  Rep.  127.  1  Wend.  Rep.  71.  "But 
"  parties  unnecessarily  and  improperly  made  such,  and  having  no 
"  interest  in  the  matter  may  be  stricken  out,  where  the  cause  or 
"nature  of  the  action  is  not  affected,  and  no  injury  can 'accrue  to 
"  the  defendant." 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  above  cases,  the  amendments 
were  allowed,  where  the  party  stricken  from  the  record  had  a  real 
existence,  was  duly  served  with  process,  and  could  on  judgment 
being  rendered  have  been  charged  on  execution.  And  if  that 
rule  prevails  in  those  cases,  much  more  should  this  have  been 
allowed,  where  the  person  whose  name  has  been  struck  from  the 
record  had  no  existence,  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  was 
never  served  with  process  and  against  whom  no  judgment  could 
have  been  rendered. 

Our  statute  of  amendments,  p.  223,  Sec  31,  is  quite  as  liberal 
as  the  late  English  act,  9  Geo.  4,  generally  termed  Lord  Tenter- 
dan's  act,  and  the  courts,  both  in  England  and  this  country,  man- 
ifest an  increasing  disposition  to  give  to  these  statutes  the  most 
beneficial  effect,  not  suffering  the  end  of  a  suit  to  be  defeated, 
where  the  record  contains  the  substance  of  a  valid  claim.  This 
being  the  only  question  presented  in  the  case^  the  judgment  must 
be  affirmed. 
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Assumpsit.     CoTitract. 

In  case  of  a  mere  executory  contract  to  sell  and  to  buy  on  a  certain  day,  where 
each  promise  is  the  entire  consideration  for  the  other  promise,  neither  party  can 
maintain  an  action,  without  avowing  a  readiness  to  perform  on  his  part  at  the 
time  and  place,  or  an  excuse,  by  the  act  of  the  other  party. 

Assumpsit.  The  suit  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Plea,  general 
issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

It  was  agreed  by  the  parties,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  partners 
as  alledged  in  the  declaration,  and  that  by  the  contract  on  which 
the  action  is  brought,  the  plaintiffs  were  to  take,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  to  deliver  the  twenty-six  lambs  named  in  the  declaration 
at  the  place  therein  named,  and  for  the  price  therein  named,  on 
the  fifleenth  day  of  August,  1850,  that  being  the  day  on  which 
the  plaintiffs  were  to  take  other  lambs  bought  by  them,  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  defendant.  And  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that 
plaintiffs  made  no  call  on  the  defendant  for  a  delivery  of  the 
lambs  until  the  sixth  day  of  September,  1850.  It  further  ap- 
peared, that  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  1850,  the  defendant  sold 
the  said  lambs  to  a  drover  from  Massachusetts,  and  on  the  22d 
of  the  same  month  delivered  them  to  said  drover  in  pursuance  of 
said  sale.  The  plaintiffs  also  introduced  testimony  tending  to 
show  the  amount  of  damage  they  had  sustained  by  the  breach 
alledged. 

The  county  court,  September  term,  1851, —  Collamer,  J., 
presiding, — directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  defendant 
Exceptions  by  plaintiffs. 

0,  L,  Shafler  for  plaintiffs. 

The  failure  of  the  plaintiffs  to  take  the  sheep  at  the  day  did 
not  give  the  right  to  rescind.  The  defendant  was  bound  to  wait 
at  least  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  question  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Chit,  on  Con.  427,  Hende  v.  Whitehouse, 
7  East  571.  Bloxam  v.  Saunders,  4  B.  &  C.  945.  Wilnishurst 
V.  Bowker,  5  New  Cases  551. 
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Stotighton  Sf  Baxter  for  defendant. 

In  actions  for  damage  in  case  of  non-delivery  the  plaintiff  must 
alledge  and  prove  on  trial  that  he  was  present  at  the  time  and 
place  ready  and  willing  to  receive  and  pay  for  the  property. 
Tapping  v.  Root,  5  Cx)wen  404.  Phil,  on  Ev.,  CJowen  &  Hill's 
Notes,  p.  102,  notes  297  and  298. 

When  a  party  wholly  fails  to  perform  an  offer,  after  the  time 
elapses,  the  adverse  party  is  under  no  obligation  to  perform. 
White  V.  Yaw,  7  Vt.  357.  Cleaveland  v.  Burton  et  cU.,  11  Vt. 
138. 

Payment  or  earnest  money  vests  the  property  in  the  vendee. 
Lang  on  Sales,  270. 

In  the  case  at  bar  no  earnest  was  paid,  the  contract  was  cer- 
tainly executory  and  no  property  passed. 

Bt  the  Court.  If  this  case  were  of  an  amount  sufficient  to 
justify  severe  scrutiny,  or  to  call  it  forth,  there  is  no  doubt  ground 
for  extended  debate  in  regard  to  the  particular  class  of  contracts 
under  which  it  falls.  The  facts  are  very  loosely  stated,  the  dec- 
laration is  lost,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  say  precisely  how  the  case 
did  stand  in  the  court  below.  But  all  reasonable  presumptions 
are  to  be  made  in  favor  of  judgment. 

It  does  not  appear,  that  the  particular  lambs  were  designated, 
or  that  any  thing  was  done  to  pass  the  title  from  the  vendor  to 
the  vendee.  If  that  were  the  case  it  is  doubtful  whether  the 
vendor  could  resell,  without  giving  notice  to  the  vendee,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  pledge  of  chattels,  but  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to 
go  into  this  point.  And  an  examination  of  the  cases  is  important 
to  determine  how  far  such  notice  is  required  even  in  a  case  where 
the  title  passes  subject  to  the  vendor's  lien  for  the  price. 

But  the  case  seems  to  us  to  be  a  mere  executory  contract  to 
sell  and  to  buy  on  a  certain  day.  In  such  case  each  promise  is 
the  entire  consideration  for  the  other  promise,  and  neither  can 
maintain  an  action  without  avowing  a  readiness  to  perform  on  his 
part  at  the  time  and  place,  or  an  excuse,  by  the  act  of  the  other 
party,  such  readiness  is  in  the  nature  of  a  condition  precedent. 
Chitty'on  Contracts,  738,  and  note  and  cases  cited. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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OF  WEST3IINSTER. 

Petition  far  Certiorari.     Apportionment  ofexpenses^for  building 
roads  and  bridges  among  towns,  under  the  sttUute* 

The  application,  for  the  writ  of  certiorari^  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  will  not  usually  be  granted  unless  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case 
requires  this  remedy. 

Conmiissioners,  appointed  under  the  statute,  to  apportion  to  towns  the  share  of  ex- 
pense each  shall  bear,  in  the  construction  of  bridges  and  roads,  where  one  town 
is  found  to  be  excessively  burdened,  by  defraying  the  whole  expense,  and  other 
towns  are  benefitted  by  the  construction  of  the  same,  cannot  make  an  apportkHi- 
ment  in  specific  sums  of  nK)noy,  to  be  paid  by  each  town,  but  are  to  settle  and 
define  the  ratio  of  expense  to  which  each  shall  be  subjected. 

And  where  the  commissioners  found  the  expense  of  the  construction  of  a  bridge  to 
be  $1890  20,  and  apportioned  $600  to  one  town,  and  $160  to  another  town,  of 
that  sum,  and  the  county  court,  in  passing  upon  the  report,  regarded  die  sums 
apportioned  to  the  respective  towns,  not  as  the  amount  they  are  actually  obliged 
to  pay,  but  as  fixing,  with  the  estimated  expense  of  the  bridge,  the  roHo  which 
they  are  liable  to  have  apportioned,  and  accepted  the  report  and  adopted  at  the 
ratio  of  apportionment  the  sum  that  $600  bears  to  $1890,  in  tlie  one  cose,  and  the 
sum  $150  bears  to  $1890  in  the  other.  It  was  held,  upon  application  for  the 
writ  of  rerfiwvxn,  that  the  petitioners  had  no  right  to  complain  of  this  apportion- 
ment, and  that  there  was  not  such  error  in  the  decision  of  the  county  ctjnaSk  as 
to  entitle  the  petitioners  to  this  remedy. 

Petition  for  Certiorari.  The  selectmen  of  the  town  of 
Westminster,  petitioned  the  county  court,  April  t€rm,  1849,  set- 
ting forth  that  said  town  had  been  required  to  build  and  make  a 
bridge  across  Saxton's  River  in  said  town,  and  a  new  piece  of  road 
at  each  end  of  said  bridge,  which  bridge  and  road  are  evidently 
for  the  accommodation  of  other  travel  than  the  inhabitants  of  said 
town  of  Westminster,  and  is  more  especially  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  the  towns  of  Rockingham,  Grafton  and  Athens.  And  that 
said  town  of  Westminster  would  be  excessively  burdened  by  build- 
ing said  bridge  and  road.  And  praying  that  commissioners  be  ap- 
pointed to  apportion  said  expense  among  said  towns. 

The  county  court  appointed  commissioners,  who  reported  that 
said  town  of  Westminster  would  be  excessively  burdened,  and  that 
the  towns  of  Rockingham  and  Grafton  would  be  benefitted.  That 
the  whole  expense  for  constructing  said  bridge  would  be  $1890,20, 
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and  that  it  is  just  and  reasonable  that  said  town  of  Rockingham 
pay  $600  thereof,  and  the  town  of  Grafton  pay  $150  thereof,  ma- 
king in  aU  $750. 

The  county  court  accepted  said  report,  and  ordered  that  the 
town  of  Rockingham  pay  the  town  of  Westminster,  on  demand  af- 
ter the  completion  of  said  bridge  and  road,  six  hundred  eighteen 
hundred  and  ninety-one  and  twenty-one  hundredths  parts  of  the 
cost  of  said  bridge  and  road  (600-1890,20)  and  the  town  of  Graf- 
ton one  hundred  and  fifly  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-one  and 
twenty-one  hundredths  parts  of  the  said  costs  of  said  bridge  and 
road  (150-1899,20,)  and  that  the  town  of  Westminster  recover  of 
the  towns  of  Rockingham  and  Grafton  their  costs,  whereof  they 
may  have  execution.     Execution  issued  May  7,  1851. 

Exceptions  by  Rockingham  and  Grafton  and  petition  for  certt- 
arari. 

A*  Stoddard  and  Stoughton  Sf  Baxter  for  petitioners. 

By  the  provisions  of  said  statute,  the  county  court,  upon  appli- 
cation of  the  selectmen  of  the  town  that  may  be  required  to  build 
a  road  or  bridge  are  to  appoint  commissioners  to  examine  into  the 
circumstances  of  such  road  or  bridge,  and  to  apportion  sxich  part 
of  the* expense  of  constructing  the  same,  as  they  should  deem  just 
and  reasonable,  not  exceeding  one-half,  to  any  other  town  or  towns 
specially  benefitted  thereby,  to  be  paid  by  such  town  in-  lowns,  in 
tuck  proportions  ;  and  the  county  court,  upon  the  i\i»ortof  the 
commissioners,  may  assess  the  town  or  towns  so  bcnetitted,  a^cor^ 
ding  to  such  report,  and  make  an  order  on  the  same  in  the  same 
manner  as  is  now  provided  by  law,  in  case  of  roads  or  bridges  lo- 
cated in,  or  running  through  two  or  more  towns. 

The  act  of  1847  must  have  reference  to  the  law  providing  for 
the  erection  and  repair  of  bridges  in  certain  cases,  by  assessing  a 
proportion  of  the  expense  upon  adjoining  towns.  Comp.  Stat  169, 
§  47.  The  statute  of  1797  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  to  which  this 
court  has  given  a  practical  construction.  Brookline  v.  Westmin- 
ttery  4  Vt.  224. 

The  commissioners  should  have  reported  the  proportion  of  the 
expense  of  constructing  said  road  and  bridge,  required  to  be  paid 
by  the  towns  of  Rockingham  and  Grafton^  leaving  the  specific  sum 
to  be  ascertained  after  the  same  were  completed.     This  they  did 
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not  do,  therefore,  the  county  court  ought  to  have  refected  or  recam- 
milted  the  report. 

The  county  court  had  no  authority  to  assess  the  proportion  of 
the  expense  of  constructing  the  road  and  bridge,  otherwise  than 
according  to  the  cgmmissioners  report.  By  the  report,  the  town 
of  Rockingham  is  assessed  the  definite  sum  of  $600,  and  Grafton 
$150.  The  report  is  not  ambiguous,  and  admits  of  no  other  con- 
struction. 

By  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  Rockingham  is  liable  to 
pay  $674,74,  and  Grafton  $168,08,  being  $103,42  more  than  the 
commissioners  assessed  to  said  towns. 

W,  C,  Bradley  for  defendants. 

1.  The  commissioners,  by  estimating  the  expense,  and  deciding 
how  much  thereof  each  town  should  pay,  sufficiently  showed  the 
proportion  of  each. 

2.  The  commissioners  and  county  court  have  found  that  the  ap- 
portionment is  not  unjust. 

3.  The  petitionee  is  deprived  of  no  right  of  showing  expense,  as 
the  amount  will  have  to  be  recovered  by  action.  JBrookUne  v. 
Westminstery  4  Vt  224. 

4.  Finally,  in  applications  of  this  kind,  this  court  will  pVesume 
the  court  below  to  have  acted  rightly,  until  the  contrary  appean^ 
and  even  then  will  not  revise,  if  greater  injustice  will  be  produced 
thereby.     RoyaUon  v.  Fox  et  al.y  5  Vt.  458. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  application  for  the  writ  of  certiorari  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  will  not  usually  be 
granted  unless  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case  requires  this 
remedy. 

The  object  of  the  writ,  in  this  case,  is  to  bring  before  this  court 
the  proceedings  of  commissioners  under  the  53d  Sec.  of  the  act 
for  laying  out  and  discontinuing  highways  and  bridges,  with  the 
decision  of  the  county  court  thereon,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
this  court  to  consider  and  determine  upon  the  exceptions  filed  to 
the  report  « 

We  learn  from  the  case,  that  by  order  of  the  county  court,  the 
town  of  Westminster  were  required  to  build  a  bridge  across  Sax- 
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ton's  river  in  that  town,  and  that  Westminster,  feeling  itself  ex- 
cessively burdened  by  defraying  the  whole  expense  therefor,  pre- 
ferred their  petition,  and  thereby  are  seeking  an  apportionment 
of  a  part  of  the  expense  from  other  towns,  as  the  bridge  when 
constructed  would  be  for  their  especial  benefit  and  accommoda- 
tion. The  commissioners  have  found,  and  so  state  in  their  report, 
that  the  towns  of  Rockingham  and  Grafton  would  be  accommo- 
dated by  its  construction,  and  should  have  apportioned  to  them  a 
part  of  the  expense.  They  have  also  found  that  the  town  of 
Westminster  would  be  excessively  burdened  in  defraying  the 
whole  expense,  and  as  a  preliminary  part  to  such  finding  have 
estimated  the  expense  of  the  bridge  at  the  sum  of  $1,890,20. 
From  the  facts  so  found  they  have  -apportioned  to  the  town  of 
Rockingham  the  sum  of  $600,  and  to  the  town  of  Grafton  the 
sum  of  $150. 

Exceptions  have  been  taken  to  this  mode  of  apportionment  by 
the  commissioners,  and  it  has  been  contended  that  they  cannot 
make  an  apportionment  in  specific  sums  of  money  to  be  paid  by 
the  towns,  but  are  simply  to  settle  and  define  the  ratio  of  expense 
to  which  they  are  to  be  subjected.  And  we  entertain  a  decided 
oonvictiony  that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  and  pre- 
sents the  only  feasible  and  proper  mode  of  carrying  into  effect  the 
purposes  and  objects  contemplated  in  the  statute.  When  this 
ratio  of  expense  is  settled  and  fixed  by  the  commissioners,  it  be- 
comes the  basis  upon  which  the  court  to  which  the  report  is  re- 
turnable, may  assess  the  towns  so  benefitted  according  to  the  re- 
port, and  make  their  order  on  the  same.  When,  therefore,  the 
actual  expense  of  the  bridge  is  ascertained,  whether  more  or  less 
than  the  sum  estimated  by  the  commissioners,  then  the  court  by 
their  order  can  divide  the  whole  expense  among  the  towns,  on  the 
ratio  as  fixed  by  the  conmiissioners. 

The  proceedings  of  the  conmiissioners  in  this  case  would  be 
evidently  erroneous  if  the  towns  assessed  are  subject  to  pay  more 
than  they  would  be  required  to  pay  on  this  construction  of  the 
act     But  if  the  rule  of  apportionment  adopted  by  the  court  and 
commissioners  would  not  increase  their  liability,  or  if  it  should 
We  the  effect  to  lessen  the  amount  below  the  sum  at  which  they 
Mc  assessed,  then  they  have  not  sustained  that  injury  or  injustice 
J     that  would  warrant  the  issuing  of  this  writ  on  their  application. 
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For  it  has  been  decided,  that  it  is  not  sufficient  that  error  exists 
in  the  proceedings  of  an  inferior  tribunal,  or  that  thej  have  mis- 
takep  the  law,  but  to  justify  the  issuing  of  this  writ,  it  must  ako 
appear  that  injustice  has  been  done  to  the  petitioner.  Ifyen  ▼. 
PowncU,  16  Vt.  Rep.  417. 

The  court  have  adopted  the  sum  of  $1890,  as  estimated  bj  the 
conmiissioners,  as  the  whole  expense  of  the  bridge,  throwing  off 
the  fraction  of  a  dollar  as  reported,  and  of  which  the  petitionen 
have  no  reason  to  complain,  and  have  adopted  as  the  ratio  of  9^ 
portionment  the  sum  that  $600  bears  to  $1890,  in  one  case,  and 
the  sum  of  $150  bears  to  $1890,  in  the  other.  If  the  estimated 
sum  is  the  actual  expense  of  the  bridge,  then  the  ratio  of  appor* 
tionment  as  reported  is  just  and  the  petitioners  have  no  reaaoB  to 
complain.  But  if  the  expenses  of  the  bridge  were  less  than  thll 
amount,  the  petitioners  have  reason  to  complain,  if  the  sum  appor* 
tioned  to  them  is  the  amount  they  would  be  required  to  paj,  as 
they  would  pay  more  than  would  be  their  proportion,  on  the  ratio 
as  reported. 

But  this  difficulty  is  avoided  on  the  principle  decided  in  tlie 
case  of  Brookline  v.  Westminsterj  4  Vt.  224.  In  that  case  it  was 
held,  that  in  an  action  on  an  assessment,  in  a  similar  case,  the 
actual  expense  of  the  bridge  was  a  subject  of  inquiry,  and  that 
notice  of  the  actual  expenditure  should  be  given  to  the  selectmen 
of  the  town  sought  to  be  charged.  If,  therefore,  the  actual 
expenses  of  the  bridge  was  less  than  $1890  in  the  same  propor- 
tion should  the  amount  be  reduced  on  the  liability  of  the  petition- 
ers. In  no  event,  therefore,  on  such  facts  could  injustice  be  done 
to  the  petitioners.  If  the  bridge  should  cost  more  than  the  esti- 
mated amount,  whether  the  petitioners  would  be  bound  to  pay 
more  than  $600  is  a  question  we  are  not  called  upon  in  this  case 
t6  decide.  In  that  event  they  would  have  been  obliged  to  pay 
more  if  this  construction  of  the  act  had  been  adopted  by  the  court 
and  commissioners.  But  if  by  the  order  of  the'  court,  the  whole 
expense  is  limited  to  that  amount,  then  the  petitioners  have  no 
reason  to  complain,  for  all  these  considerations  have  operated  in 
their  favor  by  lightening  their  liability.  This  question  properij 
arises  on  the  assessment  when  made  by  the  county  court,  and  is 
not  now  properly  involved  in  this  case. 

Regarding,  therefore,  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  respective 
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towns,  not  as  the  amount  they  are  actually  obliged  to  pay,  but  as 
fixing,  with  the  estimated  expense  of  the  bridge,  the  ratio  of  ex- 
pense which  they  are  liable  to  have  apportioned  to  them.  We 
see  no  occasion  for  these  petitioners  to  complain,  for  the  adoption 
of  this  rule  is  the  most  favorable  one  for  them.  The  town  of 
"Westaiinster  has  more  reason  to  complain,  if  they  are  limited  to 
•the  amount  adopted  by  the  court  and  commissioners  as  the  actual 
expenses  of  the  bridge.  For  to  the  extent  of  that  excess  they 
would  be  the  losers.  But  whether  they  are  so  limited  or  not,  we 
express  no  opinion. 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  commissioners  rejected  evidence 
showing  that  the  town  of  Westminster  was  in  reality  benefitted 
rather  than  injured  in  making  this  bridge,  as  the  expenses  in  its 
*construct]Oii  are  not  so  great,  or  the  charge  so  onerous  as  keeping 
in  repair  the  old  road  which  has  been  discontinued.  If  this  is  true 
in  fact,  still  as  the  commissioners  have  found  that  Westminster  is 
unreasonably  burdened  by  these  expenses,  notwithstanding  this 
benefit,  the  testimony  became  immaterial,  and  had  it  been  re- 
eeived  it  could  not  have  altered  the  result.  The  other  objections 
not  having  b^en  insisted  upon,  the  result  is,  that  this  petition  must 
be  dismissed —  with  costs. 


Franklin  H.  Wheeler  and  others  v.  Artemas  Washburn. 

Principal  and  Surety* 

IL  as  principal  and  W.  as  surety,  executed  a  promissory  note  to  G.,  for  two  hun- 
die<l  dollars.  M.  made  a  contract  with  G.,  in  which  G.  agreed,  on  the  payment  of 
one  hundred  dollars  on  the  said  note,  within  two  days,  that  neither  of  the  signers 
should  be  called  upon  for  the  balance,  until  certain  property,  placed  in  G's. 
hands  as  security,  was  disposed  of,  and  if  not  disposed  of  within  six  months,  in- 
terest should  not  be  cast  after  that  time.    It  was  held,  that  this  contract  did  not 

'  cUscharge  W.  the  surety,  from  his  liability,  though  made  without  his  knowledge 
or  consent 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note,  and  was  tried  upon  issue  to 
the  Court. 
Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  indorsees  of  the  note, 
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read  in  evidence  without  objection,  the  note  declared  on,  its  execa* 
tion  and  indorsement  being  conceded,  and  then  rested. 

The  defendant  read  the  deposition  of  E.  Mattoon  in  evidence, 
in  which  appeared  the  following  agreement : — 

"  Brattleboro',  January  24,  1851." 

"  Provided  Mr.  Elijah  Mattoon,  Jr.,  pay  $100  within  two  days, 
^*  on  the  note  which  I  hold  against  him  and  Artemas  Washburn, 
"  I  hereby  engage  that  neither  shall  be  called  upon  for  the  bal- 
"  ance,  till  I  shall  sell  at  the  price  he  paid  me,  all  the  books  be- 
"  longing  to  said  Mattoon,  which  he  left  with  me  on  sale,  I  further 
"  agree,  that  should  I  not  dispose  of  said  books,  within  six  months 
"  from  the  first  of  February  next,  they  shall  not  be  called  np<m 
"  for  the  payment  of  any  interest  on  said  note  after  the  expiration , 
"  of  six  months  as  above." 

Signed,  "Jeremiah  Greenleaf." 

It  also  appeared  by  the  said  deposition  that  the  $100  was  nev- 
er paid,  and  that  this  agreement  was  made  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  Artemas  AVashbum,  the  defendant.  Other  facts  ap- 
peared in  said  deposition,  but  were  not  passed  upon  by  the  court 
The  defendant  insisted,  that  he  was  discharged  from  the  payment 
of  said  note. 

The  county  court,  September  term,  1851, — Collamer,  J.,  pre- 
siding, decided  that  the  defendant  was  not  discharged  by  the  mat- 
ters embraced  in  said  deposition,  and  rendered  judgment  for  plain- 
tiffs, to  recover  the  amount  of  said  note  and  costs. 

Exceptions  by  the  defendant. 

A,  Keyes  for  defendant. 

It  is  a  principle  well  settled,  that  if  the  creditor  make  a  binding 
contract  with  the*  principal  to  enlarge  the  time  of  payment,  it  dis- 
charges the  surety.  Chit,  on  Cont,  417.  Burge  on  Suretyship, 
204.     Austin  v.  Dorwin,  21  Vt.  38. 

What  is  meant  by  a  binding  contract  has  been  decided  different- 
ly by  different  courts.  In  some  of  the  States,  and  in  England  the 
early  cases  make  it  necessary,  that  the  contract  tie  up  the  hands 
of  the  creditor,  so  that  he  cannot  sue  the  original  claim,  but  the 
modem  decisions  have  only  required  that  there  be  a  consideration 
for  the  contract  to  delay.     Wheat  v.  Kendall^  6  N.  H.,  604.    Bai- 
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V  ley  V.  Adams,  10  N.  H.  163.      Vilas  v.  Jones,  10  Paige,  76. 
Jlusitn  V.  Dorwin,  21  Vt.  38. 


>v 


S,  KirkUmd  for  plaintiffs. 

1.  The  giving  of  time  does  not  discharge  the  surety,  if  the  right 
to  sue  is  retained.  Oxford  Bank  v.  Lewis,  8  Pick.  458.  Central 
.Bank  V.  WiHard,  17  Pick.  150.  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Ives,  17  Wend. 
501.     Chit,  on  Bills  446. 

2.  An  agreement,  to  delay,  made  upon  a  promise  to  pay  extra 
or  usurious  interest,  is  not  a  valid,  nor  a  binding  consideration, 
and  does  not  prevent  the  creditor  from  sueing,  or  the  surety  from 
paying  and  sueing  himself,  and  therefore  does  not  discharge  the 
sorety.  Vilas  v.  Jones,  10  Paige  76.  Vilas  v.  Jones,  1  Com- 
stock  274.  Kyle  v.  Bostwick,  10  Ala.  R.  589.  9  U.  S.  Dig.  Art 
143.    9  ib.  408,  Art.  36.     8  ib.  340,  Art.  49.     7  ib.  454,  Art.  39. 

a.  The  agreement,  with  Greenleaf,  is  not  binding  on  him,  as  it 
was  without  consideration,  and  a  mere  nudum  pactum.  Pomeroy 
▼.  Slade  etal.,U  Vt.  220.  Wheeler  v.  Wheeler,  4  Vt.  66.  Pabo- 
4ie  T.  King,  12  Johns.  426. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

l8HA3f,  J.  The  defendant  is  prosecuted  as  surety  upon  the 
note  described  in  the  declaration,  and  claims  to  be  discharged  from 
any  liability  in  consequence  of  a  delay  of  payment  granted  by  the 
creditor  to  the  principal,  without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 

The  case  on  examination  seems  destitute  of  those  considerations 
necessary  to  make  a  defense  of  this  character.  To  give  effect  to 
snch  contract,  it  is  necessary  that  it  be  sufficiently  certain  to  bind 
the  creditor  to  delay,  as  between  him  and  the  principal, —  some- 
thing must  have  been  done  varying  the  legal  and  equitable  liabil- 
ity of  the  principal,  and  entitling  him  to  postjtone  the  performance 
of  the  contract  to  a  period  more  remote,  than  that  fixed  for  its  ful- 
fillment. And  if  it  wants  any  of  those  characteristics  necessary  to 
make  it  effectual  as  such,  and  render  it  legally  binding,  the  sure- 
ty will  not  be  discharged.  The  test  in  all  these  cases  is  this : 
Could  the  agreement  to  delay  have  been  enforced  against  the  cred- 
itor either  as  a  defense  to  the  note,  or  as  a  cause  of  action.  If  it 
could  the  surety  will  be  discharged,  otherwise  the  agreement  will 
be  inoperative  for  that  purpose.  2  Leading  Cases  in  Equity,  pt. 
2,  379,  380. 
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It  is  upon  this  principle,  that  it  has  uniformly  been  held  in 
equity  as  well  as  at  law,  that  the  contract  must  not  only  be  defi* 
nite  and  certain  in  its  provisions,  but  founded  also  upon  a  good 
and  sufficient  consideration.  The  court  in  allowing  the  excep- 
tions in  this  case,  refer  to  the  deposition  of  Mattoon  as  containing 
the  facts  found  to  exist.  The  note  was  executed  by  Elijah  Mat- 
toon  as  principal,  and  the  defendant  as  surety  to  Jeremiah  Green- 
leaf,  and  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiffs  by  Greenleaf  as  col- 
lateral security  for  claims  they  held  against  him.  The  contract 
of  Mattoon  with  Greenleaf  was  made  January  24,  1851,  in  which 
he  agreed  on  the  payment  of  one  hundred  dollars  on  this  note, 
within  two  days,  neither  of  the  signers  should  be  called  upon  for 
the  balance  until  certain  property  which  had  been  previously 
placed  in  his  hands,  as  security  was  disposed  of,  and  if  not  dispo- 
sed of  within  six  months  from  the  first  of  February  then  next,  in- 
terest should  not  be  cast  after  that  time. 

If  the  creditor  had  commenced  a  suit  upon  this  note  after  mak- 
ing that  arrangement,  it  is  obvious  from  the  authorities,  that  it 
would  be  no  defense,  nor  would  that  contract  be  a  ground  of  ac- 
tion,—  even  if  the  instrument  is  considered  as  having  that  mutual- 
ity that  gives  it  the  character  of  a  contract  between  them,  for  the 
reason  that  there  is  no  legal  consideration  for  the  contract.  It  is 
a  mere  nudum  pactum.  The  promise  to  pay  one  hundred  dollars 
was  an  agreement  to  do  no  more,  than  he  was  under  both  moral 
and  legal  obligation  to  do,  without  such  promise.  It  created  no 
new  duty,  nor  added  to  its  binding  obligation.  Even  the  actual 
payment  of  that  sum  after  the  debt  was  due,  would  not  make  a  le- 
gal consideration  for  a  promise  of  forbearance.  Much  less  is  a 
mere  promise  so  to  do,  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  Pomeroy  v. 
Slcule,  16  Vt.  Rep.  222.  Lynch  v.  Reynolds^  16  John.  Rep.  41. 
3  Kent's  Com.  146.    RusseU  v.  Buck,  11  Vt  166. 

It  becomes  entirely  unnecessary  therefore  to  refer  to  the  contract 
made  with  Greenleaf,  in  relation  to  the  one  hundred  dollars, 
and  the  agreement  to  pay  twelve  per  cent,  for  the  forbearance 
of  that  sum,  for  six  months  or  longer,  or  to  pass  upon  the  va- 
rious questions  which  have  been  urged  as  arising  therefrom.  The 
object  of  that  testimony  was  to  show  a  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion of  that  contract  in  the  payment  of  the  one  hundred  doUars,  or 
that  which  was  its  equivalent;  an  excuse  for  its  non-payment, 
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• 
80  that  this  case  might  stand  upon  the  same  ground  as  if  that  mo- 
ney had  been  paid  as  agreed.  Now  grant  this  to  be  true,  or  sup- 
pose that  sum  had  been  paid  as  stipulated  by  the  parties,  or  paid 
on  the  day  and  at  the  time  the  contract  between  Mattoon  6c  Green- 
leaf  was  made,  still  the  above  authorities  are  conclusive  in  this 
State,  that  a  payment  of  part  of  a  debt,  when  the  whole  is  due,  is 
no  consideration  for  a  promise  of  forbearance  for  the  remainder. 
It  would  have  been  no  defense  in  an  action  on  the  note,  nor  be  a 
ground  of  action  if  the  note  had  been  immediately  prosecuted  there- 
after. 

The  charge  of  the  court  therefore  was  correct,  that  the  contract 
stated  in  Mattoon's  deposition  was  not  sufficient  to  discharge  the 
defendant  as  surety. 

The  judgment  of  the  County  Court  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 


Warren  Felt  v.  School  District  No.  2,  in  Rockingham. 

Book  Accoimt^    AgenU 

Where  a  School  District  employed  the  plaintiff  to  superintend  the  repairs  of  a 
School  House,  they  knowing  his  habits  and  ability  in  this  respect,  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  for  the  work  what  it  was  worth  to  him, 
to  do  it. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  the  facts 
substantially  as  follows : 

That  plaintiff  was  chosen  by  the  defendants  to  superintend  the 
repairing  of  defendants'  school  house,  and  that  plaintiff's  account 
amounting  to  over  $70,  was  for  said  repairs,  and  that  the  repairs 
made  were  necessary,  that  an  ordinarily  skilful  and  shrewd  man 
would  have  made  the  repairs  for  $50,  or  $55.  That  the  plaintiff 
acted  in  good  faith  in  what  he  did  do,  and  with  as  much  skill  and 
shrewdness  as  he  exercised  in  the  management  of  his  own  affairs, 
that  his  want  of  skill  and  shrewdness  was  known  to  the  defendants 
when  plaintiff  was  chosen  agent.  That  plaintiff  was  present  at 
XXIV.  20 
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the  school  meeting  when  he  was  chosen  agent,  and  that  said  meet- 
ing at  the  time  voted  "  to  raise  not  to  exceed  $60,  to  repair  said 
school  house."  The  auditor  found  the  sum  of  $66,29  of  plaintiffs 
account  to  have  accrued  under  his  agency,  and  the  sum  of  $6,17 
for  work  done  at  the  request  of  the  prudential  committee  of  said 
school  district,  after  plaintiff  had  done  all  that  he  felt  authorised 
to  do  under  his  agency.  The  county  court  render  judgment  oo 
the  report  for  plaintiff  to  recover  both  sums. 
Exceptions  by  defendants. 

A.  Stoddard  ^  G.  B,  KeUogg  for  defendants. 

Insisted  that  plaintiff  was  restrained  by  the  vot€  of  the  school 
district  to  the  sura  of  $60,  and  that  he  could  only  recover  for  the 
amount  the  service  was  worth  to  the  defendants.  Also,  that  the 
meeting,  October  27th,  1848,  was  not  legally  warned. 

Stoughton  ^  Baxter  for  plaintiff. 

Insisted  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  such  sum,  as  the 
expenditures  and  services  were  reasonably  worth  to  the  plaintiff. 
That  the  vote  of  the  district  simply  limited  the  prudential  conmiit- 
tee  in  the  assessment,  and  not  the  costs  of  repairing  the  school 
house.     Rogers  v.  Danhy  Univ,  Soe.^  19  Vt.  187. 

That  agent  might  do  the  work  himself  and  recover  in  this  form 
of  action.  Sawyer  v.  Metk,  JSpis,  Soc.  in  Boyalton,  18  Vt  405, 
and  19  Vt.  187. 

That  plaintiff's  want  of  skill,  Scc^  was  known  to  defendants  at 
the  time  they  appointed  him  agent,  and  the  loss,  if  any,  must  fall 
upon  defendants.     Story  on  Bailments,  §  435. 

By  the  Court.  It  does  not  appear,  that  any  exception  was 
taken,  either  before  the  auditor,  or  in  the  county  court,  in  regard 
to  the  regularity  of  the  school  meeting  the  27th  of  October,  1848. 
We  think  that  being  the  cose,  and  no  such  question  being  on  the 
face  of  the  report  stated  by  the  auditor,  it  is  too  late  to  raise  the 
objection  here.  If  it  had  been  taken  before  the  auditor,  it  might 
have  been  obviated  by  proof,  and  the  presumption  most  now  be, 
that  such  would  have  been  the  case. 

In  regard  to  the  right  to  recover  for  the  work  what  it  was  wortb 
io  plaintiff  to  do  it,  we  see  no  objection.    He  was  employed  by  tbe 
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district  "  to  superintend  the  repairs  of  the  school  house  ;"  he  did 
it  in  good  faitb  and  with  as  much  diligence  and  skill,  as  he  did  his 
own  business,  or  as  the  district  had  any  just  ground  to  expect  of 
him,  knowing  his  habits  and  ability  in  this  respect.  We  think 
when  one  employs  an  agent,  knowing  his  incompetency,  if  he  does 
his  best,  he  is  entitled  to  compensation.  We  understand  the  county 
court  entered  judgment  for  that  sum  and  the  other  items  allowed 
by  the  auditor,  about  which  there  is  no  dispute,  (although  we  have 
not  been  furnished  with  any  copy  of  the  exceptions  allowed  by  the 
county  court) 

The  plaintiff  certainly  was  not  bound  to  job  the  work  and  it 
does  not  appear,  that  if  he  had  hired  it  done  by  others,  it  would 
finally  have  cost  less.  Men  who  are  deficient  in  "  shrewdness  and 
skilfulness,"  as  the  auditor  expresses  the  plaintiff's  deficiences, 
are  quite  as  likely  to  do  work  themselves  reasonably  cheap,  as 
they  are  to  get  it  done  by  others  under  their  management  and 
control. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Rutland   and   Burlington  R.   R.  Co.   r.   Administrator 

OF  S.  R.  Wales. 

Appeal  from  Commissioners.     Motion  to  dismiss. 

The  pliiintiflli  took  an  appeal  from  the  commissioners  on  the  estate  of  S.  R.  Wales, 
but  neglected  to  file,  in  the  county  court,  a  certified  copy  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  probate  court,  with  proper  evidence  that  notice  of  such  appeal  has  been  giv- 
en to  the  adverse  party  according  to  the  order  of  the  probate  court,  as  provided 
by  stetute,  and  also  for  the  period  of  about  six  months  no  notice  was  given  to  the 
adverse  party,  of  such  appeal.  The  county  court,  on  motion,  dismissed  the  cause 
as  bemg  irregularly  in  court.  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  it  was  held,  that  if  the  court 
below,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretionary  power,  have  refused  to  retain  the 
case,  and  have  ordered  it  dismissed,  that  decision  must  be  conclusive  between 
the  parties,  and  cannot  be  re-examined  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  exceptions. 

Appeal  from  commissioners  on  the  estate  of  S.  R.  Wales,  de- 
ceased. 
The  administrator  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  said  cause,  on  the 
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ground  that  the  plaiotiffs  had  not  given  notice  of  their  said  a{^al 
and  of  the  term  of  the  court  to  which  the  same  ^as  taken,  &c. 
It  was  conceded  that  said  administrator  had  no  notice  of  said  ap- 
peal heing  taken,  except,  or  until  afler  said  cause  was  entered  in 
court,  in  April  term,  A.  D.  1851,  in  the  latter  part  of  said  term, 
and  of  said  administration,  save  the  entry  on  the  docket. 

The  court  decided  that  said  cause  was  irregularly  in  court,  the 
facts  stated  in  said  motion  being  true,  and  that  the  court  had  no 
power  to  retain  said  cause,  and  order  notice  to  said  administrator. 
The  court  entertained  said  motion,  and  dismissed  the  cause.  Ex- 
ceptions by  plaintiffs. 

C  Linsley  for  plaintiffs. 

The  appeal  was  regularly  taken,  but  the  proper  notice  was  not 

given.     This  does  not  deprive  a  party  of  his  right,  as  the  law  will 

not  work  a  forfeiture,  but  continue  the  cause  and  order  notice. 
Tliis  works  no  injustice,  at  most,  it  only  exposes  a  party  to  some 

inconvenience  ;  while  a  contrary  rule  would  sacrifice  a  just  debt, 

for  an  omission  to  give  notice. 

The  statute  does  not  require  any  such  construction  by  its  terms, 

hence  should  not  receive  it- 
Courts  do  not  turn  a  party  out  of  court,  for  an  omission  that  can 

be  cured.      Woodward  v.   Spear ^  10  Vt.  420.     Shelhum  v.  Eld* 

ridge,  10  Vt.  123.     Gilman  v.    Thompson,  11  Vt.  643..  Newton 

V.  Adams,  4  Vt.  437. 

Stoughton  Sf  Baxter  and  W.  C,  Bradley  for  defendant. 

The  statute  provides  that  the  probate  court  shall  direct  the  man- 
ner of  notice  to  the  adversie  party,  and  that  the  order  of  the  pro- 
bate court  shall  be  complied  with,  at  least  twelve  days  before  the 
session  of  the  county  couii,  to  which  the  appeal  is  taken.  Comp. 
Stat,  of  1850,  p.  353  §  21. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  probate  court  ordered  that  the  appellants 
cause  notice  to  be  given  to  the  administrator,  by  delivering  to  him 
the  copy  of  the  record  of  disallowance,  the  application  for  the  ap- 
peal, and  of  the  declaration  filed  in  the  probate  court  in  said  cause; 
and  further  ordered  that  the  appellants  cause  said  administrator  to 
be  summoned  to  appear  before  the  county  court,  to  be  held  at 
Newfane  on  the  fourth  Tuesday  of  April,  A.  D.   1851,  at  least 
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twelve  days  before  the  session  of  said  court.  The  appeal  was  en- 
tered, without  complying  with  said  order  of  notice.' 

The  court  have  no  power  to  retain  said  appeal,  and  order  notice 
to  be  given,  for  the  statute  provides  in  express  terms  that  the  no- 
tice shall  be  given  twelve  days  before  the  sbssion  of  the  court,  to 
which  the  appeal  is  taken.  It  is,  therefore  apparent,  that  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  to  leave  the  manner  of  notice,  or  time 
of  notice  in  the  discretion  of  the  county  court.  ' 

The  case  of  Woodward  v.  Spear y  10  Vt.  420,  arose  under  a 
statute  which  only  provided  '^  that  notice  to  all  concerned  should 
be  given."     Slade's  Comp.  Stat.  333  §  7. 

Courts  may  give  a  sensible  interpretation  to  legislative  expres- 
sions, which  are  obscure,  but  language  which  is  clear  they  have 
no  right  to  distort.     Pearce  v.  Aitcood,  13  Mass.  324. 

It  is  a  general  rule  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  that  where  a 
positive  duty  is  imposed,  that  such  statute  must  be  strictly  com- 
plied with.     Miner  v.  Mechanics  Bank  of  Alexandria,  1  Pet.  64. 

The  statute  is  as  positive,  that  the  twelve  days  notice  shall  be 
given,  as  that  a  bond  shall  be  filed  when  the  appeal  is  taken,  and 
for  a  failure  to  file  such  bond  the  appeal,  would,  on  motion,  be  dis- 
missed.   Bailey  v.  Woodward  et  aL,  9  Conn.  388. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  questions  in  this  case  arise  upon  a  motion  to 
dismiss.  The  proceedings  upon  which  this  application  is  made,  is 
an  appeal  from  the  commissioners  of  claims  on  the  estate  of  S.  R. 
Wales.  The  appeal  was  taken  on  the  10th  of  October,  1850,  to 
Ae  county  court  to  be  held  on  the  4th  Tuesday  of  April,  1851. 

The  Comp.  Stat.  p.  353,  Sec.  21,  22,  requires  that  the  person 
appealing  shall  give  notice  of  such  appeal,  and  of  the  term  to  which 
it  is  taken,  twelve  days  before  the  session  of  the  court,  and  shall 
also  file,  in  the  court  to  which  the  appeal  is  taken,  a  certified  copy 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  probate  court,  together  with  the  proper 
evidence  that  notice  of  such  appeal  has  been  given  to  the  adverse 
party,  according  to  the  order  of  that  court.  In  relation  to  all  these 
requirements  of  the  act,  the  case  shows  great  neglect  on  the  part 
of  the  appellants.  Afler  the  appeal  was  taken,  and  for  the  period 
of  about  six  months,  no  notice  was  given  in  fact  to  the  adverse 
party,  of  such  appeal,  or  of  the  term  of  the  court  to  which  it  was 
taken,  nor  was  a  certified  copy  of  the  proceedings  of  the  probate 
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court,  filed  in  the  court  to  which  the  appeal  was  taken,  until  the 
latter  part  of  the  term,  and  no  proper  evidence  had  then  been 
filed,  that  notice  of  such  appeal  had  been  given  to  the  adverse  par- 
ty, as  ordered  by  that  court.  ^ 

These  are  specific  requirements  of  the  act,  and  on  failure  to 
comply  therewith,  the  25th  section  provides  that  the  claim  of  the 
party  appealing  shall  be  forever  barred,  and  costs  taxed  for  the 
appellee.' 

If  we  should  consider  that  the  provisions  of  this  act  were  direct- 
ory merely,  and  that  the  county  court  could  retain  the  case,  and 
order  notice  to  be  given,  (  Woodward  v.  Spear,  10  Vt.  R.  420,) 
still,  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  county  court  could  exercise  a 
discretionary  power  over  the  case,  and  for  such  neglect,  might  or- 
der the  case  dismissed.  And  we  can  readily  perceive,  that  in 
many  cases  the  exercise  of  this  power  is  necessary  for  the  attain- 
ment of  substantial  justice  between  the  parties.  Otherwise  cred- 
itors may  by  such  neglect,  for  a  long  period,  delay  the  settlement 
of  an  estate,  to  its  permanent  injury.  And  in  view  of  such  conse- 
quences, the  court  might  properly  say,  that  as  the  party  appealing 
has  not  conformed  to  the  requirements  of  the  act,  they  will  not 
lend  the  aid  of  their  discretionary  power  in  sustaining  proceedings 
where  such  neglect  is  injuriously  affecting  others.  It  is  evident  the 
party  had  no  strict  legal  right  to  have  the  cause  retained,  and  an 
order  of  notice  made,  for  the  statute  in  all  its  provisions  had  been 
neglected,  and  the  case  lay  at  the  mercy  and  discretion  of  the 
court.  To  preserve  their  legal  right,  they  should  have  conformed 
to  the  provisions  of'the  act, — having  lost  their  legal  right,  by  their 
neglect,  the  court  can  exercise  their  discretion  in  retaining  the 
case,  or  ordering  it  to  be  dismissed  and  refusing  an  order  of  no- 
tice. And  if  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretionary  pow- 
er, have  refused  to  retain  the  case,  and  have  ordered  it  dismissed, 
that  decision  must  be  conclusive  between  the  parties,  and  cannot 
be  reviewed  by  this  court. 

This  was  so  iniled  in  the  case  of  State  Treasurer  v.  Raymond  et 
al.j  16  Vt.  R.  364,  where  on  motion  a  case  was  dismissed  from  the 
county  court,  for  the  neglect  of  the  administrator  to  enter  his  ap- 
pearance as  prosecutor,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  dismissal  was 
within  the  discretionary  power  of  the  court,  and  could  not  be  re- 
examined by  the  Supreme  court  on  exceptions.  For  this  reason 
we  think  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 
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J^osEPH  Steen,  Admr.  v.  Albert  Bennett  and  Chester  W. 

Sargeant. 

Probate  Court    Decrees  within  it»  proper  sphere  conclusive. 

The  matter  of  appointing  and  removing  administrators  is  a  matter  exclusively 
within  the  jarisdiction  of  the  probate  court,  and  a  decree  of  this  kind  cannot  be 
attacked  in  a  collateral  manner  more  than  any  other  jadgment. 

The  entry  in  the  county  court  of  the  name  of  the  second  administrator  is  a  matter 
of  course,  it  is  a  thing  which  the  county  court  could  not  legally  refase;  and  it  is 
not  important,  that  he  should  be  designated  de  boms  fMR. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note  executed  bj  the  defendants 
to  Seth  Herrick  in  his  life  time. 

Plea  general  issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

It  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  the  county  court  by 
Oshea  Smith,  administrator  of  Herrick,  and  in  whose  name  it  was 
entered.  It  further  appeared  that  at  the  September  Term  1850, 
the  action  stood  on  the  docket  of  that  term  in  the  name  of  said 
Smith,  administrator,  as  aforesaid,  and  that  his  counsel  without 
leave  obtained  from  the  court  for  that  purpose  entered  the  name 
of  Joseph  Steen,  upon  the  docket  as  administrator  (He  bonis  non. 

That  upon  trial  of  the  cause  at  that  term,  said  Smith  was  offer- 
ed as  a  witness  for  plaintiff,  defendants  objected  and  the  court  re- 
jected him.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  a  certificate  duly  attested 
by  the  register  of  probate  for  the  district  of  Marlboro',  setting 
ibrih  that  said  Smith  had  resigned  the  office  of  administrator  of 
said  Herrick,  and  that  said  Steen  had  been  duly  appointed  by  said 
probate  court  administrator  de  bonis  nan  of  said  Herrick.  The 
county  court  sustained  the  objection  and  excluded  the  testimony  of 
eaid  Smith. 

It  further  appeared  that  said  cause  was  continued  to  the  April 
term,  1851,  and  on  the  docket  of  said  term  stood  as  when  first 
entered,  and  the  entry  of  said  Steen  did  not  appear. 

At  the  September  term,  1851,  the  case  stood  upon  the  docket 
in  the  name  of  said  Steen,  administrator,  and  so  stood  when  the 
case  came  to  trial,  but  was  so  without  leave  of  court,  and  without 
consent  of  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  proved  the  execution  of  the  note,  and  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  proving  title  of  said  Steen,  offered  the  certificate  aforesaid ; 
to  its  admissibility  the  defendants  objected : 

1.  That  the  probate  court  had  no  power  to  accept  the  resig- 
nation of  said  Smith  as  general  administrator  of  said  Herrick,  nor 
to  appoint  a  successor  on  such  resignation. 

2.  If  the  court  had  such  power  in  the  premises;  still  the  certi- 
ficate was  not  the  proper  instrument  of  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
court  had  ever  exercised  the  power  in  the  manner  that  the  certi- 
ficate recited. 

Both  objections  were  overruled  pro  forma  and  the  certificate 
went  to  the  jury,  who  returned  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. 

Exceptions  by  defendant.  The  certificate  referred  to  was  as 
follows : 

■ 

"  STATE  OF  VERMONT, ) 
"  Probate  Dtst  of  Marlboro.  ) 

"  Register's  office,  Brattleboro,  Sept  23,  1850. 

"  I  hereby  certify  that  upon  the  resignation  of  Oshea  Smith  as 
"  administrator  upon  estate  of  Seth  Herrick,  late  of  Brattleboro, 
"deceased,  this  day  filed  in  court,  Joseph  Steen  is  hereupon  ap- 
"  pointed  upon  the  estate  of  the  said  deceased,  and  the  said  Oshea 
"  Smith  is  discharged. 

(Attest)  F.  HoLBROOK,  Register** 

for  defendants. 


Courts  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction  must  not  only  act  with- 
in the  scope  of  their  jurisdiction,  but  it  must  appear  on  the  face  of 
their  proceedings  that  they  so  acted,  or  their  proceedings  will  be 
void.  Hunt  v.  Hapgood  et  al,,  4  Mass.  117.  Stunner  v.  Parker, 
7  Mass.  78.  Clapp  v.  Beardsley,  1  Aik.  168.  Walbridge  v.  HaM, 
3  Vt.  114. 

2.  The  probate  court  is  a  court  of  special  and  limited  jurisdic- 
tion, and  derives  all  its  authority  from  Statute.  Hendrick  et  aL  v. 
Cleaveland,  2  Vt.  329. 

3.  The  statute  confers  no  express  power  upon  the  probate  court 
to  accept  the  resignation  of  an  administrator.  Does  it  contain  any 
implied  power?  Comp.  Stat.,  Chap.  50,  §  §  13,  15  and  12.  If 
the  statute  gives  neither  express  or  implied  power  to  accept  sudi 
resignation,  then  by  so  doing  the  court  exceeds  its  jurisdiction^  and 
the  act  or  decree  is  void. 
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4.  It  was  decided  in  Sears  v.  Dillingham  et  al.,  12  Mass.  368 — 
that  an  executor  filter  proba;te  of  the  will,  accepting  the  trust  and 
giving  bond  could  not  renounce  the  trust  We  see  no  reason  why 
the  same  rule  should  not  apply  to  administrators. 

5.  The  certificate  is  not  the  proper  evidence  of  the  facts  it  re- 
cites, unless  made  so  by  statute.     Comp.  Stat.,  Chap.  47,  §  §  3,  4. 

TVe  think  it  will  not  be  contended  that  any  thing  short  of  the 
duly  attested  copy  of  the  record  would  be  admissible  to  show  the 
acts  of  the  court  under  Sec  13  of  Chap.  47,  Com.  Stat.,  and  if  a 
removal  cannot  be  proved  by  a  certificate  of  this  description,  we 
think  a  resignation  of  an  administrator  cannot. 

for  plaintiff. 

1.  Steen  was  rightly  and  legally  appointed.  Comp.  Stat.  Chap. 
50,  §  §  13  and  15. 

2.  Whether  he  was  or  not,  neither  this  court,  or  the  county 
court  have  any  power  in  the  premises.  It  was  an  act  or  decree 
of  the  probate  court  within  its  exclusive  jurisdiction,  unappealed 
from,  therefore  conclusive.  McFarland  Adm^r,  v.  Stone,  17  Vt. 
165.  Administrator  of  Tryon  v.  Tryon  et  al.,  16  Vt.  313.  WiU 
lard  V.  WiUard,  2  Mass.  124. 

3.  Steen  having  been  legally  appointed  an  administrator  de  ho- 
'  nis  non,  had  a  right  to  appear  in  the  court  below,  and  pro-^ecute 

the  suit  commenced  by  the  former  administrator,  withoit  Iciive  of 
that  court  or  any  other,  it  being  given  him  by  statute.  Comp. 
Stat.,  Chap.  50  §  16. 

4.  The  certificate  was  suflBcient  evidence  of  the  appointment, 
and  was  rightfully  admitted.  Comp.  Stat.,  Chap.  47  §  4.  Sey- 
mourns  Adm*r.  v.  Beach  et  al.,  4  Vt.  493. 

By  the  Court.  It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  this  court, 
that  a  decree  of  the  probate  court,  within  its  proper  sphere  of  juris- 
diction, is  equally  conclusive,  as  that  of  any  court  of  general  com- 
mon law  jurisdiction,  and  entitled  to  the  same  presumptions  in  its 
fiivor.  The  matter  of  appointing  and  removing  administrators  is  a 
matter  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court,  and  if  noth- 
ing more  appeared  in  regard  to  the  appointment  of  a  new  adminis- 
trator, than  the  fact,  it  must  be  presumed  that  a  vacancy  occurred, 
in  some  legal  mode,  unless  the  contrary  appear  upon  the  face  of 
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the  decree.  Here  it  appears  to  have  been  upon  the  resignation 
of  the  former  administrator,  without  assigning  the  ground  of  the 
resignation.  As  the  decree  was  not  appealed  from,  we  must  pre- 
mise it  was  upon  some  sufficient  and  legal  ground.  A  decree  of 
this  kind  cannot  be  attacked  in  this  collateral  manner,  more  than 
any  other  judgment.  This  is  not  a  matter  in  which  the  defend- 
ant has  any  interest,  except  to  have  the  judgment  a  bar  to  any 
future  suit. 

The  entry  in  the  county  court  of  the  name  of  the  second  admin- 
istrator, is  matter  of  course ;  it  is  a  thing  which  the  county  court 
could  not  legally  refuse.  And  it  is  not  important,  that  he  should 
be  designated  cte  bonis  non.  Every  administrator,  after  the  first, 
is  so  in  fact,  and  it  is  not  important  it  should  so  appear  of  record. 

The  Compiled  Statutes,  Ch.  47,  Sec.  4,  expressly  provides,  that 
"  certificates  of  probate,  of  administration,  &c.,  may  be  given  in  ev- 
idence and  have  the  same  effect,  as  the  letter  of  administration," 
i.  e.  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  the  appointment  of  the  administrator, 
and  that  is  all  that  is  necessary  in  the  present  case.  The  rest,  as 
we  have  seen,  is  matter  of  intendment,  and  legal  presumption. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


The  Town  of  Brattleboko  v.  The  Town  of  Stratton. 

Liability  of  Towns  under  Chap.  91  of  Compiled  Statutes. 

Lyman  Ballard,  a  minor,  whose  legal  settlement  was  in  the  town  of  S.,  was  in 
fected  with  the  small  pox  while  residing  in  the  town  of  B.,  the  selectmen  of  said 
town  of  B.  provided  physicians,  nurses,  and  necessaries  for  said  Lyman,  and  he 
was  not  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  said  expenses ;  but  his  father  was  sufficient- 
ly able  to  pay  them.  It  was  held,  in  an  action  brought  by  the  town  of  B. 
against  the  town  of  S.  to  recover  said  expenses,  that  the  town  of  S.  was  prima- 
rily liable  to  the  town  of  B.  for  whatever  stun  they  had  actually  expended,  in 
providing  physicians,  nurses,  and  necessaries  for  said  Lyman. 

This  was  an 

Action  on  the  Statute,  brought  by  the  town  of  Brattleboro 
to  recover  for  expenses  incurred  by  the  selectmen  of  said  town. 
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in  providing  physicians,  nursing,  and  necessaries,  for  one  Ljman 
BaUard,  who  was  at  the  time  infected  with  the  small  pox. 

It  was  admitted,  that  the  said  Lyman  Ballard  was  a  minor, 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  that  his  settlement  was  in  the 
town  of  Stratton,  and  that  his  father,  resident  in  said  Stratton, 
was  of  sufficient  ability  to  support  the  said  Lyman,  and  pay  said 
expenses,  so  incurred,  and  that  said  Lyman  was  not  of  suffi- 
dent  ability. 

The  testimony  tended  to  prove,  that  the  smallpox  was  intro- 
duced into  Brattleboro  by  a  Mrs.  Hinckley,  a  resident  of  said  vil- 
lage, who  had  been  to  New  York ;  that  she  was  taken  sick  with 
the  disease  sometime  in  November,  or  the  early  part  of  Decem- 
ber, A.  D.  1848,  and  that  in  the  course  of  a  few  weeks,  there 
were  six  or  seven  cases  of  the  smaUpox  and  eight  or  ten  cases  of 
the  varioloid^  in  the  town,  and  most  of  them  in  the  village  of  East 
Brattleboro ;  that  soon  afler  the  disease  appeared,  the  selectmen 
of  the  town  made  an  arrangement  for  a  place  conveniently  remote 
from  inhabitants,  to  which  infected  persons  might  be  removed ; 
that  said  Lyman  Ballard  became  infected  with  said  disease,  and 
the  selectmen  were  duly  called  upon  to  take  care  of  him,  and  he 
was  sent  to  said  place,  so  provided  by  the  selectmen,  and  that  a 
nurse,  physician,  and  necessaries  were  provided  for  him. 

The  testimony  further  tended  to  prove,  that  no  other  person, 
than  the  said  Lyman,  infected  with  the  disease  of  smaU  pox  or 
varioloid,  was  sent  to  said  place  so  provided,  but  that  the  other 
persons  so  infected  were  permitted  to  remain  with  their  friends, 
although  they  were  sick  at  the  same  time  with  the  said  Lyman ; 
the  selectmen  posting  at  the  ends  of  the  streets,  notices  of  ^^  Smaxl 
Pox  ;**  that  two  of  said  persons  so  infected  with  the  smaU  pox, 
could  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician,  have  been  re- 
moved to  said  place,  so  provided,  without  danger  to  life. 

The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  in- 
asmuch as  the  father  of  the  said  Lyman  was  of  sufficient  ability  to 
pay  said  expenses,  the  present  action  could  not  be  maintained,  but 
the  court  declined  so  to  charge,  but  did  charge  the  jury,  that  inas- 
much as  said  Lyman  was  not  of  sufficient  ability,  the  town  of 
Stratton  was  liable  to  pay  said  expenses. 

The  defendants  further  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
if  they  should  find  that  there  were  other  persons  infected  with  the 
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small  pox  or  varioloid,  in  said  Brattleboro,  at  the  time  when  said 
Lyman  was  so  infected,  besides  those  persons  whose  lives  in  ^e 
opinion  of  the  attending  physician,  would  have  been  endangered 
by  removal,  and  that  said  persons  were  not  removed  to  said  place, 
so  provided  by  said  selectmen,  that  then,  and  in  that  case,  the 
town  of  Brattleboro  could  only  recover  such  sum  from  the  town 
of  Stratton,  as  it  would  reasonably  have  cost,  to  have  provided 
physicians,  nursing,  and  necessaries  for  said  Lyman,  if  all  the 
persons  so  infected,  other  than  those  whose  lives  would  in  the 
opinion  of  the  attending  physician  have  been  endangered  thereby, 
had  been  removed  to  said  place  so  provided,  and  had  there  been 
provided  with  physicians,  nurses,  and  necessaries.  The  court  de- 
clined so  to  charge,  but  did  charge,  that  the  town  of  Brattleboro 
were  entitled  to  recover  of  the  town  of  Stratton,  whatever  sum 
they  had  actually  expended  in  providing  physicians,  nurses,  and 
necessaries  for  said  Lyman,  but  could  recover  nothing  for  provid- 
ing said  house,  or  as  rent  or  any  part  of  the  rent  or  use  thereof. 
Exceptions  by  defendants. 

0.  L.  Shafter  for  defendants. 

There  was  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge,  as  re- 
quested, that  '^  inasmuch  as  the  father  of  said  Lyman  was  of  suf- 
ficient ability  to  pay  said  expenses,  the  present  action  could  not 
be  maintained,"  and  also  in  the  charge  actually  given  on  that 
point. 

The  word  "person"  in  the  act,  should  receive  a  reasonable  con- 
struction. Hunt  V.  Lee  et  al.,  10  Vt.  297.  WincheU  v.  Pond,  19 
Vt  198.     Henri/  v.  Tihon,  17  Vt.  479. 

And  that  it  should  be  so  rendered  as  to  make  the  liability  of 
the  defendant,  dependent  upon  the  pecuniary  ability  of  Hie  father 
of  the  invalid,  was  virtually  decided  in  Eloomfield  v.  French,  17 
Vt.  79.     Berlin  v.  Morristown,  20  Vt  574. 

That  this  service  was  rendered  to  the  child  at  the  father's  re- 
quest, is  a  conclusion  of  layr.  Ambrose  v.  Kerrison,  4  Eng.  Rep. 
361.     Chappie  v.  Cooper,  13  M.  &  W.  252. 

And  if  a  question  of  fact,  then  it  should  have  been  left  to  the 
jury  under  proper  instructions.  Gordon  v.  Potter,  17  Vt.  848. 


A.  Keyes  and  J,  D.  Bradley  for  plaintiffs. 
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As  to  defendants'  objection,  that  the  father  was  of  sufficient  abil- 
ity, the  defendants  seem  to  have  blended  two  statutes,  which  are 
intlftpable  of  amalgamation — the  chapter  on  "the  support  and  re- 
moval of  paupers,"  and  that  on  "  the  preservation  of  the  public 
health." 

These  laws  are  made  to  remedy  evils  totallj  distinct ;  one  of 
them  to  provide  for  and  relieve  pauperism,  the  other  to  prevent 
the  spread  of  contagion. 

By -means  totally  distinct,  one  of  them  compels  lineal  ancestors 
and  descendants  mutually  to  relieve  each  other;  for  it  was  a 
moral  obligation  far  older  than  the  statute.  In  the  other,  the 
Legislature  saw  the  injustice  of  burdening  a  relative  with  sanita- 
ry measures  for  the  public  safety,  and  placed  the  burdens  on  the 
towns. 

Suppose  the  parent  aide  and  desirous  of  maintaining  his  minor 
child;  cannot  the  selectmen,  in  their  discretion,  remove  him, 
against  the  wishes  of  the  parent  ?  and  if  they  do  so,  can  they  re- 
cover the  costs  of  the  parent  ? 

And  this  view  is  perfectly  consistent  with  compelling  the  patient 
himself  to  pay,  if  able ;  for  it  induces  greater  care  to  avoid  the 
contagion. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  plaintiffs  have  brought  their  action  on  the 
statute  against  the  town  of  Stratton  to  recover  expenses  to  which 
they  have  been  subject  for 'one  Lyman  Ballard,  who  at  the  time 
was  a  resident  of  Brattleboro,  and  infected  with  the  small  pox, 
but  whose  legal  settlement  was  in  Stratton. 

We  learn  from  the  case,  that  Lyman  Ballard  was  a  minor,  and 
in  his  own  right,  was  not  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  these  ex- 
penses, but  that  his  father  was  sufficiently  able  to  pay  them. 
And  it  is  insisted  that  in  consequence  of  his  ability,  and  liability 
to  pay  for  the  necessary  support  and  expenses  of  his  minor  chil- 
dren, this  action  cannot  be  sustained  against  the  town,  and  that 
the  ability  of  the  father,  should  under  a  construction  of  this  act, 
be  considered  the  ability  of  the  minor,  or  the  person  so  infected. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  "  as  the  said  Lyman  was  not 
"  of  sufficient  ability,  the  town  of  Stratton  was  liable  to  pay  these 
"expenses."     The  statute,  p.  515,  in  relation  to  cases  arising  un- 
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der  its  provisions,  is  not  only  definite  as  to  the  person  meant  who 
shall  be  chargeable  if  of  sufRcient  ability,  but  would  seem  to  ex- 
clude any  other  construction.  The  first  and  second  sections  pro- 
vide that  if  any  person  be  so  infected  the  selectmen  shall  imme- 
diately provide  a  place  remote  from  the  inhabitants,  to  which  tttch 
infected  person  is  to  be  removed,  and  make  suitable  provisions  for 
such  person.  If  the  question  be  asked,  at  whose  expense  these 
provisions  are  to  be  made,  the  statute  gives  the  answ^er.  In  the 
first  place,  it  is  to  be  done  at  the  expense  of  such  person,  if  of  suf- 
ficient ability  to  pay  the  same,  who  is  infected  with  this  disease, 
and  who  is  capable  of  communicating  that  disease  to  others,  oth- 
erwise at  the  expense  of  the  town  in  which  such  person  has  a  set- 
tlement. It  is  therefore  by  express  legislation  that  the  words, 
^^  such  person  if  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  the  same^^  are  confined 
to  the  person  spoken  of  in  this  and  the  former  section  of  this  stat- 
ute, and  refers  only  to  tlie  person  so  removed  by  the  selectmen 
and  for  whom  personally  these  provisions  were  made.  And 
though  a  minor,  he  is  chargeable  for  these  expenses,  under  this 
statute,  as  if  for  necessaries. 

In  an  action,  therefore,  on  this  statute,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to 
extend  this  liability  to  others  not  embraced  within  the  letter  of 
the  act,  or  witliin  its  spirit.  For  it  was  manifestly  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  to  create  n.  primary  liability  on  the  town,  when 
the  person  infected  was  unable  to  pay.  Whether  the  town  of 
Stratton  will  have  a  claim  against  the  father  of  this  minor,  or 
whether  tlie  town  of  Brattleboro  could  have  brought  their  action 
upon  a  common  law  liability  against  the  father,  are  questions  we 
are  not  called  upon  to  decide.  We  merely  say,  that  in  this  ac* 
tion,  founded  upon  this  staiute,  the  town,  where  the  person  so  re- 
moved has  his  settlement,  is  by  this  statute  made  primarily  liable, 
in  case  the  person  infected  is  unable  to  pay  these  expenses. 

In  the  case  of  relief  furnished  to  paupers,  it  has  been  held,  that 
a  town  may  support  an  action  against  a  relative,  where  the  rela- 
tive would  be  liable  at  common  law.  17  Vt.  Rep.  79,  Bloomfield 
v.  French,  and  approved  in  Woodstock  v.  Hartland,  21  Vt.  Rep. 
5G3.  And  upon  the  authority  of  these  cases  it  has  been  urged, 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  have  sustained  their  action  against  the 
father  of  this  minor,  and  that  in  consequence  of  this  liability,  the 
word  ^^ person  "  should  include  the  father  of  this  minor.     The  ob- 
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jection  to  this  is,  as  before  remarked,  that  the  statute  will  not  per- 
mit us  to  extend  this  construction,  for  it  is  expressly  confined  to 
the  person  infected  and  removed.  Besides,  if  the  plaintiffs  can 
sustain  an  action  against  the  father  upon  such  liability,  it  in  no 
way  will  effect  an  action  against  the  town  upon  this  statute,  where 
a  direct  and  primary  liability  is  created  by  the  statute,  where  the 
person  so  infected  and  removed  is  unable  to  pay  the  same. 

We  entertain  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  this  action  is  well  brought 
against  the  town  where  this  minor  has  his  settlement,  and  that 
the  ability  of  the  father  to  pay  these  expenses,  has  no  tendency  to 
show  the  ability  of  the  minor  to  pay  the  same. 

In  relation  to  the  extent  of  the  liability  of  the  town  the  court 
charged  the  jury  "that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
**  whatever  sum  they  had  actually  expended  in  providing  physi- 
"  clans,  nurses,  and  necessaries  for  said  Lyman."  This  language 
is  in  the  very  words  of  the  act,  which  not  only  declares  the  liabil- 
ity, but  the  extent  of  it.  The  propriety  of  this  charge  to  the  jury 
is  not  affected  by  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiffs  in  not  removing  all 
80  infected  to  the  same  place.  That  was  a  matter  resting  entirely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  selectmen  of  the  town.  They  may  if 
deemed  necessary  remove  them  to  as  many  different  places  as 
there  are  persons  infected. 

But  the  liability  of  those  who  are  removed,  and  of  the  towns 
where  they  have  their  settlement,  is  confined  to  such  expenses  as 
arise  in  providing  physicians,  nurses,  and  such  necessaries  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  may  require. 

Such  being  the  charge  of  the  court  we  see  no  reason  for  setting 
aside  this  verdict  The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  coun- 
ty court  must  be  affirmed. 
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State  v,  Ebenezer  Paddock. 

Information.    License  Law, 

A  single  act  of  selling  spirituous  liquor,  without  license,  constitutes  an  offense,  un 
der  the  statute  of  1846.     StaU  v.  Bvgbee,  22  Vt.  82. 

If  an  information  sets  forth  the  offense  in  the  words  of  the  act  it  is  sufficient ;  and 
where  an  information  for  a  violation  of  the  license  law,  set  forth  that  the  respond 
ent  sold  distilled  spirituous  liquors,  in  a  less  quantity  than  twenty  gallons,  and 
in  quantity  of  one  pint  and  more,  it  was  held  sufficient  to  prove  the  offense  un- 
der each  count,  as  specific  as  stated;  and  evidence  that  the  respondent  sold  dis- 
tilled spirituous  liquors,  in  quantity  of  one  pint  or  more,  and  less  than  twenty 
gallons,  was  all  that  is  r^uired. 

And  where  the'  court,  upon  such  an  information,  containing  one  hundred  counts, 
"  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  venlict  of  guilty  for  each  act  of  selling;"  it  was 
held,  that  though  the  jury  are  the  ultimate  judges  of  both  the  law  and  fact,  there 
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was  no  error  in  the  charge,  as  it  must  be  considered  an  expression  simply  of  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  of  the  law  in  the  case. 

Where  an  information,  containing  one  hundred  counts,  each  count  having  a  distinct 
caption,  and  was  only  signed  at  the  close  of  the  last  count,  and  upon  the  last 
page,  but  the  pages  were  connected  together,  the  information  was  held  sufficient. 

Information,  in  one  hundred  counts, — for  selling  without  a 
license,  foreign  and  domestic  distilled  spirituous  liquors  in  a  less 
quantity  than  twenty  gallons,  and  in  quantity  of  one  pint  and  more. 

The  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  government,  tended  to  show 
that  the  respondent,  between  the  first  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1850, 
and  the  thirty -first  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1850,  sold  rum  in  va- 
rious quantities,  from  one  pint  to  two  gallons,  at  various  times,  to 
the  number  of  forty-nine  or  over. 

The  respondent  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that 
the  government  must  prove  the  sale  of  the  quantity  alledged  in 
the  several  counts.     That  proof  of  the  sale  of  one  pint  would  not 
support  a  count  for  the  sale  of  one  quart  or  one  gallon,  the  proof/ 
of  the  sale  of  one  quart  or  one  gallon  would  not  support  a  coumlr 
for  the  sale  of  one  pint.     The  court  refused  so  to  instruct  the  jiHy. 

The  respondent  also  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jfiry, 
that  under  the  present  information,  they  were  not  at  liberty  to 
find  the  respondent  guilty  of  any  breaches,  except  such  as  are  con- 
tained on  tlie  last  sheet  of  the  paper  presented  as  the  infennation, 
(that  being  the  only  sheet  signed,  though  the  sheets  were  connect- 
ed together.) 

The  court  refused  so  to  instruct  the  jury,  but  directed  them  to 
return  a  verdict  of  guilty,  for  each  act  of  selling  ru»  ih  any  quan- 
tity less  than  twenty  gallons,  not  exceeding  in  numbeiv-tlj^  counts, 
for  selling  rum,  contained  in  all  the  sheets  of  the  paper  submitted 
as  the  infoimation  in  this  case. 

To  all  which,  the  respondent  excepts. 

After  verdict  and  before  judgment,  respondent  also  moved' in. 
arrest  of  judgment  and  sentence,  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  infor- 
mation, which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  court.. 

To  which  the  respondent  also  excepts. 

Washburn  Sf  Marsh  and  Tracy,  Converse  S^  Barrett  for  respond- 
ent. 

XXIV.  21 
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1.  Every  charge  in  an  indictment  must  be  sufficient  to  support 
itself.  And  the  respondent  should  be  informed,  in  the  indictment, 
of  the  extent  of  the  crime  with  which  he  is  charged. 

In  the  present  indictment,  he  is  charged,  in  one  count,  for  in- 
stance, with  selling  one  gallon  of  rum,  and  the  jury  "  directed,** 
(the  jury  not  being  permitted  to  judge  of  the  law  or  fact,)  to  bring 
in  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  that  count,  even  though  the  proof  show  a 
sale  of  but  one  pint.  We  think  that  herein  there  is  error.  1 
Chit  Crim.  Law,  172,  229. 

An  indictment,  or  information,  should  state  the  offense  charged 
"irith  precision,  "  should  be  certain  to  every  intent,  and  without 
any  intendment  to  the  contrary.     1  Chit.  Crim.  Law,  172. 

2.  The  jury  are  the  judges  of  the  law  in  criminal  cases.  SuUe 
V.  Croteau,  23  Vt.  14.  U.  S.  Law  Mag.  Sept.  No.,  1851,  p.  257, 
278. 

No  discretion  was  left  to  the  jury  in  this  case,  of  law  or  fact ; 
they  were  but  the  mere  automatons  of  the  court,  and  signed  such 
verdict  as  they  were  directed  to.  Such  a  course  of  proceeding  b 
repugnant  to  the  constitution  of  our  State,  and  to  the  decisions  of 
this  court.     Art.  10  of  Constitution,  Comp.  Stat.,  p.  32. 

3.  Judgment  should  be  arrested  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  infor- 
mation. There  are  but  &ye  perfect  counts  in  the  information  in 
all. 

It  is  not  enough  for  a  Spates'  Attorney  to  fill  up  one  sheet  of 
blank  counts  in  an  indictment  and  sign  one  of  the  half  sheets  and 
then  claim  that  twenty-one  other  half  sheets  unsigned  are  made 
perfect  indictments  by  merely  stringing  them  to  the  first  half  sheet 
that  is  signed. 

This  is  dispensing  criminal  justice  in  quite  too  criminal  a  man- 
ner— and  is  establishing  a  precedent  that  may  ultimately  be  pro- 
ductive of  evil  consequences. 

The  law  which  has  always  governed  in  matters  of  this  kind, 
ought  not  to  be  further  relaxed. 

W.  C,  French  States'  Attorney. 

It  is  well  settled,  not  only  in  civil  suits,  but  in  criminal  prosecu- 
tions, that  a  party  is  not  bound  to  prove  the  allegations  of  /tW, 
place,  quality,  quantity,  or  value  as  alleged,  unless  they  are  descrip- 
tive.    1  Greenleaf  £v.  §  61.     3  Starkie  £v.  1539. 
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2.  The  fact,  that  each  sheet  has  a  distinct  caption,  is  no  objec- 
tion, for  it  is  no  part  of  the  bill,  and  may  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age.    State  V.  Gilbert,  13  Vt.  647.     State  v.  Nixon,  18  Vt  70. 

We  are  not  aware  of  any  objections  to  this  information,  which 
do  not  apply  to  the  information.  State  v.  Bowen.  As  to  the  in- 
formation. State  V.  Hogedon,  3  Vt.  481.  State  v.  Gilbert,  13  Vt. 
647.     Clark  v.  Stoughton  et  al.,  18  Vt.  50. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  Several  questions  have  been  raised  in  this  case 
both  on  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial,  and  on  a  motion  in  arrest. 

The  statute  upon  which  this  information  has  been  filed,  pro- 
vides, ^  that  any  person,  who  shall  deal  in  the  selling  of  distilled 
**  spirituous  liquors,  and  in  quantities  of  one  pint  or  more,  and  less 
** than  twenty  gallons,  shall  be  deemed  a  retailer.  Sec" 

It  is  objected,  that  this  information  does  not  charge  the  respond- 
ent, as  being  a  dealer  in  the  selling  of  spirituous  liquors,  but  sim- 
ply, that  on  specific  occasions,  he  made  such  sales,  for  which  this 
complaint  is  filed.  This  objection  goes  upon  the  ground,  that  the 
words  in  the  act  " deal  in  the  selling"  refer  to  the  case  of  a  regu- 
lar and  continued  business  and  employment  on  the  part  of  the  re- 
spondent. Whereas,  the  information  sets  forth  simple  acts  of  sell- 
ing, without  having  any  connection  with  its  being  his  regular  and 
cmitinual  employment.  This  objection  must  be  considered  as  over- 
ruled in  the  case  of  State  v.  Bughee,  22  Vt.  32.  Where  the  court 
held,  that  a  single  act  of  selling  constituted  an  offense  under  the 
act.  The  objection,  also,  that  the  quantity  sold,  is  set  in  the  dif- 
ferent counts,  in  figures,  rather  than  words,  must  be  considered  as 
overruled  in  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Stoughton  et  al.,  18  Vt.  50. 

We  think,  also,  the  objection  cannot  prevail,  that  the  proof  of 
sale  under  each  count,  must  be  confined  to  the  specified  quantity 
as  there  stated.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  information  sets  forth  the 
offense,  in  the  words  of  the  act,  and  any  greater  particularity  is 
unnecessary,  and  so  is  consequently  a  greater  particularity  in  the 
proof.  It  was  sufficient  to  prove  the  offense  under  each  count,  as 
specific  only,  as  it  is  necessary  it  should  be  stated,  and  evidence 
that  the  respondent  sold  distilled  spirituous  liquors,  in  quantities  of 
one  pint  or  more,  and  less  than  twenty  gallons,  was  all  that  is  re- 
quired. 
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The  most  important  question  arising  in  the  case  is  upon  the 
charge  of  the  court  Wherein  the  case  finds,  that  the  court  "  di- 
rected the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  of  guilty,  for  each  act  of  sell- 

And  it  is  urged,  that  the  jury,  in  cases  of  this  character,  are 
judges  of  the  law  and  fact,  and  that  under  this  charge,  that  right 
was  taken  from  tho^  jury.  In  criminal  cases  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  aid  and  instruct  the  jury,  and  decide  upon  the  law  arising 
in  the  case.  But  the  jury  are  the  ultimate  judges  of  both  the  law 
and  fact,  and  this  right  cannot  be  taken  from  them. 

To  make  this  objection  available  however,  it  must  appear  affirm- 
atively in  the  exceptions,  that  error  exists,  for  every  reasonable 
intendment  will  be  made  in  favor  of  the  charge  of  the  court.  If 
it  appeared,  that  the  court  were  requested  to  charge  or  inform  the 
jury  that  they  were  judges  of  the  law  and  fa<rt,  and  that  the  court 
neglected  or  refused  so  to  do,  and  directed  them,  as  to  the  verdict 
they  were  to  bring  in,  the  exceptions  would  have  been  well  taken. 
But  as  the  matter  now  rests,  that  direction  in  the  choice  of  the 
court,  must  be  considered  as  an  expression  simply  of  his  opinion 
of  the  law  in  the  case,  and  which  it  was  his  duty  to  give,  and  as 
informing  the  jury,  that  it  was  their  duty,  to  return  such  a  verdict, 
without  in  any  way  controverting  their  ultimate  right  of  exercising 
their  own  judgment  in  the  case.  For  the  want  of  positive  error, 
affirmatively  appearing  in  the  exceptions,  this  objection  is  over- 
ruled. As  is  also  the  objection,  that  each  page  in  the  information 
is  not  signed  by  the  informing  officer. 

The  information  being  signed  at  the  close  of  the  last  count,  on 
the  last  page,  and  the  different  pages  being  connected  together,  as 
they  are,  we  deem  the  information  sufficient. 

We  think,  however,  the  judgment  must  be  arrested  on  the  6th 
count.  And  also  the  84th — the  6th  is  held  insufficient  for  being 
illegible ;  and  the  84th,  as  not  specifying  the  time  when  the  of- 
fence took  place — and  that  the  respondent  take  nothing  by  his  ex- 
ceptions and  motion  in  arrest,  as  to  the  remainder  of  the  counts 
on  which  he  was  convicted. 
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James  M.  Sumner  y.  Asa  Jones. 

Motion  to  dismiss.     Appeal.     Contract  on  ike  Sabbath. 

An  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  originally  above  twenty  dollars,  and  indorsed 
below  that  sum,  but  not  below  ten  dollars,  the  ad  damnum  in  the  plaintiff  's  writ 
being  over  twenty  dollars,  is  appealable,  and  regard  is  to  be  had  only  to  the  note 
as  originally  given,  and  if  the  face  of  the  note  exceeds  twenty  dollars,  the  case 
is  appealable. 

A  contract  made  and  completed  on  Sunday,  without  any  subsequent  act  or  prom- 
ise ratifying  the  same,  is  void. 

But  where  S.,  on  Sunday,  sold  a  horse  to  J.,  for  which  J.  on  the  same  day  gave  S. 
his  note,  and  afterwards  made  two  payments  upon  the  note,  and  retained  the 
horse  without  offering  to  return  the  same,  it  was  held,  that  these  payments  up- 
on the  note  accompanied  with  the  retention  of  the  property  was  a  subsequent 
ratification  of  the  contract,  and  that  S.  was  entitled  to  recover  the  balance  due 
npon  the  note. 

Assumpsit.  The  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  The  defendant 
moved  to  dismiss  the  suit,  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  not 
appealable.  The  county  court  overruled  the  motion,  May  Term, 
1850.     Exceptions  by  defendant. 

The  case  was  tried  May  Term,  1851.  Plea  non  assumpsit  and 
offset  Issue  to  the  country  on  both  pleas,  and  trial  by  jury.  The 
plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  note  declared  on,  dated  the  26th  day 
of  April,  1847,  for  the  sum  of  $30,  payable  in  six  months  from 
date  with  interest,  and  rested. 

Upon  said  note,  two  payments  had  been  made  and  indorsed,  one 
the  25th  day  of  March,  1848,  of  sixteen  dollars,  the  other  the  first 
day  of  June,  1848,  of  five  dollars. 

The  defendant  gave  evidence,  under  the  general  issue,  tending 
to  show  that  said  note  was  made,  executed  and  delivered  on  Sun- 
day, between  twelve  and  three  o'clock,  P.  M.,  as  part  and  in  con- 
sideration of  a  trade  that  day  made  for  the  purchase  of  a  horse  by 
the  defendant,  of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  horse  the  defendant  still 
retains,  and  has  never  offered  to  return  to  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
fendant claimed  and  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that 
if  they  found  the  note  to  have  been  executed  and  delivered  as  the 
evidence  tended  to  show,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 
The  court  refused  so  to  charge — and  did  charge  the  jury  that. 
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though  the  note  was  made  and  delivered  on  Sunday,  as  the  evi- 
dence tended  to  show,  if  the  payments  were  made  thereon  by  the 
defendant,  at  the  times  evidenced  by  the  indorsements  and  the 
horse  retained  by  the  defendant,  without  any  offer  to  return  the 
same,  it  would  be  an  affirmation  and  ratification  of  the  note,  and 
render  it  obligatory  on  the  defendant,  the  same  as  if  executed  and 
delivered  on  any  other  day ;  and  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
sustain  his  action  on  said  note. 

Exceptions  by  defendant.  Proofs  were  offered  under  the  plea 
in  offset,  but  no  exception  was  taken  to  the  ruling  and  charge  of 
the  court  on  that  part  of  the  case.     Verdict  for  plaintiff. 

Tracy,  Converse  and  Barrett  for  defendant. 

The  question  in  this  case,  is  solely,  whether  the  note  is  void  or 
valid,  as  affected  by  the  day  on  which  it  was  made.  See  Lovejoy 
V.  Whipple,  18  Vt.  379,  for  what  this  court  held  where  the  foil 
consideration  had  passed  from  plaintiff  without  any  offers  to  re- 
turn or  refond  the  same. 

In  Adams  v.  Gay,  the  case  of  Blossom  v.  Williams,  and  of  Wil- 
liams V.  Paul  are  referred  to  as  recognizing  or  involving  the  prin- 
ciple, that  Sunday  contracts  may  be  on  some  other  day  subse- 
quently affirmed,  I  cannot  detect  any  such  thing  in  the  first  named  ^ 
of  2d  cases:  see  the  cases  10  E.  C.  L.  60. 

In  Williams  v.  Paul,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  doctrine  is  that 
a  Sunday  contract  cannot  be  affirmed.     See  case  6  Bing.  653. 

Suppose  there  had  been  only  a  special  count  on  the  original 
Sunday  contracts,  and  the  proof  offered  had  been  precisely  what 
was  in  fact  given,  would  the  suit  have  been  sustained  ? 

In  the  present  case,  we  submit,  that  the  note  was  void.  The 
case  was  tried  and  put  by  the  court  in  the  declaration  solely  on  the 
note.  The  only  competent  proof  is  the  note.  Without  the  note, 
there  is  no  proof  to  sustain  the  declaration.  In  order  to  render  it 
valid  for  such  a  purpose,  it  must  either  become  a  new  and  UTitotn^- 
ed  contract  in  precisely  the  same  terms,— or  the  old  note  must 
be  renovated  by  some  act  of  affirmation  having  relation  to  the 
time  when  it  was  made,  so  that  being  still  a  note  made  on  Sunday, 
the  sin  of  it  is  made  as  no  sin. 

Is  this  a  legal  possibility  ?  At  any  rate,  we  claim  that  nothing 
of  this  kind  has  been  done  in  this  case. 
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If  it  has  been  done,  then  the  sanctification  of  a  Sunday  contract 
is  no  more  difficult  than  the  slightest  act  which  can  avoid  a  stat- 
ute bar,  or  affirm  an  infant's  contract  after  becoming  of  age.  This 
amounts  to  universal  salvation,  and  Sunday  contracts  and  Sunday 
contractors  will  have  nothing  to  fear  from  judges  in  this  world, 
whatever  may  be  their  hazards  before  the  ultimate  tribunal  for 
man  and  his  deeds. 

Washburn  Sf  Marsh  for  plaintiffs. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  properly  overruled. 

1.  The  note  declared  upon  was  for  $30,00:  but  payments  had 
been  made  and  indorsed,  so  that  the  amount  due  at  the  time 
the  suit  was  commenced  exceeded  $12,00.  The  ad  damnum 
was  $50,00.  The  decision  of  the  court  below  was  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  of  precisely  the  same  question,  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  Tt/ler  v.  Laihrop,  5  Vt.  170,  and  Boardman  v.  Harring' 
ton,  9  Vt  151. 

2.  The  charge  of  the  court  in  reference  to  the  affirmance  of  the 
contract  made  upon  Sunday  is  precisely  in  accordance  with  the 
law,  as  decided  in  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Gay,  19  Vt.  358, — a  de- 
cision reflecting  great  credit  upon  this  court,  and  which  has  ren- 
dered the  case  a  leading  one  upon  this  subject  in  the  United  States. 
"  A  contract  made  upon  Sunday  is  merely  void  until  subsequently 
affirmed  by  mutual  consent."  In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  affirms 
the  contract  by  seeking  to  enforce  it ;  and  the  defendant  has  affirm^ 
ed  it,  by  twice  making  payments  upon  it  and  by  retaining  the  prop' 
erty,  which  he  received  from  the  plaintiff,  A  payment  is  an  ac- 
knowledgent  of  the  validity  of  the  debt,  and  that  it  is  still  due. — 
It  avoids  the  effect  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  which  is  a  statute 
bar  to  the  action,  precisely  analagous  to  the  effect  given  to  mak- 
ing the  contract  on  Sunday.  A  Sunday  contract  is  not  void  at 
comn^on  law,  any  more  than  a  suit  is  barred  at  common  law  in  six 
years.  That  which  is  evidence  of  a  new  promise  in  the  one  case 
must  be  the  same  in  the  other. 

In  Sargeani  v.  Butts,  21  Vt.  99,  the  decision  in  Adams  v.  Gay, 
is  distinctly  recognized  as  authority,  and  both  are  fully  sustained 
by  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Paul,  G  Bing.  653.     (19  E.  C.  L.  192.) 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
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IsHAM,  J.  The  iirst  question  arising  in  this  case,  is  upon  the 
motion  to  dismiss,  and  involves  the  propriety  of  the  appeal  granted 
in  this  case,  from  the  judgment  of  the  justice. 

The  ad  damnum  in  the  writ  is  laid  at  fifty  dollars.  The  dec- 
laration is  upon  a  promissory  note  of  thirty  dollars,  on  which  two 
indorsements  have  been  made,  leaving  a  balance  of  over  twelve  dol- 
lars due  thereon  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit. — 
Without  reference  to  the  plea  in  offset,  and  the  right  of  appeal 
thereon,  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an 
appeal  from  the  judgment  against  him  on  the  note. 

The  language  of  the  Comp.  Stat.  p.  239,  is  too  similar  with  that 
of  the  act  of  1821,  Slade's  Comp.  139,  to  indulge  the  idea  that  there 
was  any  intention  to  alter  the  then  existing  right  of  appeal.  And 
we  must  regard  the  decisions  which  have  been  made  under  the 
latter  act,  as  giving  a  practical  construction  to  the  act  under  which 
this  appeal  was  taken.  In  the  two  cases  to  which  we  have  been 
referred  from  the  5th  and  9th  of  Vt.  Rep.,  it  was  held  that  no  ref- 
erence was  had  by  the  act  of  1821  to  the  balance  that  might  be 
due  upon  the  note,  but  regard  was  to  be  had  only  to  the  note  as 
originally  given.  And  if  the  face  of  the  note  exceeded  twenty  dol- 
lars, an  appeal  should  be  allowed.  This  construction  should  be 
given  to  the  act  under  which  this  appeal  was  taken.  The  motion 
to  dismiss  was  therefore  properly  overruled. 

The  case  then  is  narrowed  down  to  the  consideration  of  the 
question  arising  on  the  2d  bill  of  exceptions  filed  in  the  case. — 
From  the  facts  there  stated,  we  learn  that  this  note  was  executed 
and  delivered  on  Sunday,  on  the  purchase  of  a  horse  on  that  day, 
bargained  for  and  delivered.  If  the  case  rested  on  these  facts 
alone,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  tlie  defense  would  be  complete, 
as  being  a  contract  of  tliat  illegal  character,  that  no  court  would 
lend  its  aid  to  enforce.  Its  illegality  arises  from  positive  provis- 
ions of  a  statute  which  forbids  under  a  penalty  the  exercise  on 
that  day  of  such  employment  and  labor.  It  has  been  very  prop- 
erly observed,  that  in  any  case  such  a  defense  comes  with  ill  grace 
from  a  defendant  who  personally  has  been  engaged  in  such  viola- 
tion of  the  law — that  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  object  d 
the  statute  is  "  the  benefit  of  the  public,  not  the  advantage  of  the 
defendant"  It  is  not  for  his  sake  that  the  defense  is  ever  allow- 
ed.     But  as  observed  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Holman  r.  Johnson, 
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Cowp.  Rep.  343,  "  It  is  founded  in  general  principles  of  policy, 
that  no  court  will  lend  its  aid  to  one  who  founds  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion upon  an  immoral  or  an  illegal  act.  If  the  cause  of  action 
arise  ex  turpi  causa,  or  from  the  transgression  of  a  positive  law, 
the  court  will  say,  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  he  assisted,  they 
will  not  lend  their  aid  to  such  a  plaintiff.  The  parties  will  he  left 
where  they  have  placed  themselves.  The  law  will  not  interfere 
to  relieve  in  the  one  case,  nor  enforce  the  contract  in  the  other. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  and  on  this  question  there  seems  to  he  a 
anifbrmity  of  decision,  that  contracts  of  this  character  are  not  ren- 
dered void,  as  heing  illegal  at  common  law,  hut  their  illegality  con- 
sbts  merely  as  being  mala  prohthita,  not  mala  in  ««,  and  may  be 
obligatory  by  the  subsequent  act  of  the  parties.  Thus  it  has  been 
held  that  a  contract  is  legal  and  will  be  enforced  where  the  same 
was  completed  and  perfected  on  another  day,  though  its  provis- 
ions and  details  were  agreed  upon  and  settled  on  the  Sabbaths — 
This  was  so  ruled  under  the  English  act,  in  the  case  of  Bbxiom 
T.  WilliamSj  3  Barn.  &  Cress.  232,  and  has  been  so  expressly  de- 
cided in  this  State  in  Lovejoyy.  Whipple,  18  Vt.  379.  It  has  al- 
so been  held  that  where  the  contract  has  been  completed  on  that 
day,  so  as  to  fall  expressly  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act,  yet  it 
may  be  rendered  obligatory  by  a  subsequent  promise  of  the  par- 
ties to  perform  it ;  such  promise  is  considered  as  a  ratification  of 
the  contract,  and  when  so  ratified,  the  parties  may  have  a  remedy' 
thereon.  It  was  for  the  first  time  so  ruled  in  the  case  of  Williams 
V.  Paul,  6  Bing.  Rep.  653.  That  was  a  clear  case  of  an  executed 
contract  on  Sunday  —  the  property  was  retained  by  the  defendant, 
and  afterwards  on  another  day,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  for  the  property.  And  it  was  held  that  the  subse- 
quent promise  ^  was  sufficient  on  the  quantum  meruit,  or  as  a  rat- 
"  ification  of  the  agreement  made  on  Sunday."  They  would  allow 
no  recovery  to  he  had  on  the  contract  made  on  Sunday,  but  treated 
the  promise  as  creating  a  new  duty,  that  would  allow  a  recovery 
for  the  value  of  the  property  on  the  general  counts.  Whether 
this  modification  of  the  act,  so  made  by  judicial  construction  mere- 
ly, is  founded  upon  those  principles  of  public  policy  which  gave 
rise  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  has  been  justly  questioned.  Park, 
J.,  in  that  case  uses  this  emphatic  language :  ^^  That  we  regret  to 
"  be  obliged  to  come  to  this  conclusion,  because  it  may  have  a  ten- 
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'^dencj  to  defeat  the  statute."  And  had  the  statute  not  been  mod- 
ified,  there  would  have  been  no  ground  of  complaint  that  it  was 
inequitable  or  hard  in  its  operation.  No  more,  than  suchcomplauift 
can  be  made  in  any  case,  where  one  openly  and  intentionaUy  vio- 
lates the  positive  provisions  of  a  penal  law.  The  case,  evidently 
adopted  a  principle  never  before  recognized  in  the  English  coortSy 
and  neither  the  court  or  counsel  referred  to  a  case,  in  which  the 
doctrine  had  been  sustained,  and  in  the  case  of  Simpson  y.  JVSdl- 
ob,  3  Mees.  &  Wels.  R.  239,  the  court  express  a  doubt  whether 
the  cash  of  Williams  v.  Paul  could  be  supported  in  law.  It  is  to 
be  borne  in  mind  however,  that  that  case  proceeds  only  upon  the 
ground  of  a  retention  of  the  property  and  a  subsequent  eaeprsss 
promise  to  pay  for  the  same,  sufficiently  definite  and  positive  to 
be  the  substantive  ground  of  an  action,  distinct  from  that  made  oo 
the  Sabbath. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration,  the  contract  has  never 
been  ratified  by  a  subsequent  express  promise,  and  the  important 
question  arises,  whether  there  are  any  facts  found  in  the  case  that 
will  produce  the  same  legal  result.  The  court  charged  the  jury 
^4hat  though  the  note  was  made  and  delivered  on  Sunday;  yet  if 
^the  payments  were  made  thereon  by  the  defendant  as  indorsed, 
^  and  the  horse  retained  by  the  defendant  without  any  offer  to  re- 
^  turn  the  same,  it  would  be  an  affirmation  of  the  note  and  render 
'^  it  obligatory,  the  same  as  if  executed  and  delivered  on  any  other 
"day." 

It  is  evident  that  the  English  authorities  have  not  gone  to  this 
extent,  for  while  it  has  been  held,  that  a  subsequent  promise  is  so^ 
ficient  to  sustain  a  recovery  for  the  value  of  the  property ;  it  has 
never  been  held  in  those  courts  that  a  promise  can  be  %mpii$i 
from  the  mere  fact  of  a  retention  of  the  property,  or  that  subse- 
quent payments  are  equivalent  to  an  express  promise.  But  on 
the  contrary,  Chitty  in  his  treatise  on  Con.  p.  424,  says  "that 
"  the  law  will  not  raise  an  implied  promise  from  the  mere  fact 
"  that  the  property  had  been  retained  by  the  defendant."  And 
this  rule  as  given  by  Chitty  has  been  directly  decided  on  demur- 
rer  in  the  case  of  Simpson  v.  JVtchols,  3  Mees.  &  Wels.  Rep.  239, 
in  which  they  held  that  the  action  could  not  be  sustained,  with- 
out a  subsequent  express  promise.  And  even  in  that  event,  they 
doubted  whether  that,  or  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Paul^  could  be 
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supported  in  law.  In  relation  to  subsequent  payments,  although 
that  may  be  sufficient  to  avoid  the  statute  of  limitations.  Yet  that 
circumstance  has  never  been  considered  as  creating  a  new  sub- 
stantive cause  of  action,  or  rendering  obligatory  a  contract  upon 
which  no  action  could  previously  have  been  sustained,  2  Bam.  & 
Cress.  824.     2  Esp.  Rep.  628. 

In  this  light,  this  subject  stands  upon  the  English  authorities. 
Having  adopted  the  principle  in  the  case  of  Eloxsom  v.  WtUiams, 
they  have  not  only  manifested  a  disinclination,  but  a  positive  re- 
fusal to  enlarge  the  means  of  avoiding  the  consequences  of  such 
illegal  contracts  by  any  act  of  the  parties,  short  of  a  subsequent  ex- 
press promise  to  pay  for  the  property,  and  then  not  by  enforcing 
the  original  contract  made  on  Sunday — but  by  giving  that  effect 
to  the  subsequent  promise,  that  will  enable  the  party  to  recover 
for  the  value  of  the  property  on  the  quantum  meruit. 

In  this  State,  however,  the  cases  have  in  many  important  par- 
ticulars established  different  principles.  The  case  of  Lyon  v. 
Strong  fully  sustains  the  cases  of  Fennell  v.  Riddle,  5  Bam.  & 
Cress.  406,  Smith  v.  Sparrow,  4  Bing.  84,  and  Drury  v.  Defoun- 
Udn,  1  Taunt.  134,  in  holding  such  contracts  void.  And  the  case 
of  JBarron  v.  Pettes,  18  Vt.  385,  recognizes  the  doctrine  of  the 
case  of  Eloxsom  v.  Williams,  requiring  the  contract  to  be  per- 
fected on  Sunday  to  render  it  void. 

In  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Gay,  19  Vt.  358,  it  was  held,  that  a 
refusal  to  rescind  the  contract  and  return  the  property  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  other  party  was  an  affirmation  of  the  contract,  and  ren- 
dered it  obligatory,  and  in  the  case  of  Sargent  v.  Butts,  21  Vt.  99, 
in  which  there  was  a  subsequent  promise,  it  was  held,  that  such 
promise  ratified  and  rendered  obligatory,  an  award  made  on  Sun- 
day, so  that  an  action  could  be  sustained  on  the  award  itself.  And 
whatever  may  be  the  views  of  the  English  courts  in  relation  to 
the  case  of  Williams  v.  Paul,  that  case  has  been  referred  to  in  all 
the  above  cases,  in  some  without  the  expression  of  any  dissatis- 
&ction,  and  in  others  by  a  direct  approval  of  its  doctrine.  The 
principal  of  these  cases  must  decide  the  present.  The  case  in  the 
21st  of  Vt  Rep.  will  sustain  this  suit  on  the  original  contract,  on 
a  subsequent  ratification  of  the  same,  and  a  refusal  to  have  the 
contract  rescinded  followed  by  a  retention  of  the  property  cannot 
be  considered  a  stronger  or  more  unequivocal  ratification  of  such 
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contract,  than  in  this  case,  are  the  several  payments  which  have 
been  made  on  the  note  followed  by  the  same  act  in  retaining  the 
property.  Upon  the  authority  of  these  cases,  therefore,  we  most 
consider  this  note  subsequently  ratified,  and  that  a  recovery  can 
be  had  for  the  balance  due  thereon.  To  this  extent^  we  are  car- 
ried by  former  decisions  of  this  court,  and  from  which  we  are  not 
at  liberty  to  depart.  If  there  had  been  no  subsequent  payments 
on  this  note,  and  the  case  had  stood  upon  the  mere  retention  of 
the  property,  whether  that  circumstance  alone  would  ratify  the 
contract,  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide.  Evidently  it  would 
not  have  that  effect  in  the  English  courts. 

The  result  is,  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  af- 
firmed. • 


Lydia  H.  Jenny  v.  Josiah  H.  Jenny. 

[Im   Chaivcebt.] 
Right  to  Dower, 

One  cannot  hold  property  which  he  receives  as  a  mere  gratuity,  or  as  heir,  if  flj« 
property  was  so  conveyed  to  him  to  defeat  the  wife  of  the  deceased,  to  her  ri^ 
to  dower,  but  he  will  be  held  liable  in  chancery  to  account  for  the  property  so 
received,  and  the  widow  will  be  entitled  to  one-third  part  of  such  property. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  orator  alledged  in 
her  bill,  that  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1825,  she  intermai> 
ried  with  Ephraim  Jenny,  and  lived  with  him  till  1834,  when  he 
deserted  her,  he  having  a  large  property  and  children  by  a  for- 
mer wife ;  that  plaintiff*  had  $300,  and  that  said  Ephraim  con- 
veyed all  his  property  to  Josiah  H.  Jenny,  the  defendant,  with  a 
view  to  defeat  the  plaintiff  of  her  marital  rights,  and  that  since, 
Josiah  H.  has  conveyed  away  all  the  property,  and  converted  the 
same  into  money,  and  that  he  gave  no  consideration  therefor,  but 
in  trust  for  said  Ephraim,  and  to  defeat  said  orator  of  her  dower 
in  her  husband's  estate. 
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The  defendant  in  hi?  answer  admits,  that  the  marriage  was  in 
1828,  or  1829,  and  that  plaintiff  lived  with  said  Ephraim  until 
1834,  or  1835,  and  that  they  then  separated,  and  soon  af\er  came 
together  and  lived  together  a  year,  and  then  said  Ephraim  hired 
plaintiff  boarded  at  different  places  until  his  death ;  that  orator 
only  brought  $50  of  household  furniture  to  said  Ephraim,  and 
that  bis  property  was  not  above  $2000  ;  denies  all  fraud  in  pur- 
chasing the  property.  Ephraim  Jenny's  first  wife  was  the  daugh- 
ter of  one  Heald,  and  he  died  leaving  his  widow  living,  and  all 
bis  property  to  said  Ephraim  on  conditipn  of  maintaining  the 
widow  Heald ;  that  she  became  dissatisfied,  and  the  property  was 
conveyed  to  Gowing  and  Dart  to  maintain  the  widow,  and  they 
continued  to  do  it  until  1835,  and  then  gave  it  up ;  that  defendant 
undertook  to  maintain  the  widow  Heald,  his  grandmotheV,  on  con- 
dition of  receiving  the  Heald  estate  and  other  property  of  said 
Ephraim,  and  also  to  maintain  and  support  his  sister,  and  that  he 
did  maintain  them  during  their  lives.  That  the  widow  Heald 
died  in  1838,  that  defendant  did  not  suppose  this  conveyance  was 
to  defeat  the  rights  of  plaintiff,  and  now  insists  he  paid  a  full  con- 
sideration and  took  it  in  all  good  faith.  Admits  that  he  has  con- 
veyed the  land  and  received  for  it  some  $1300.  That  said 
Ephraim  had  a  poor  son,  for  whom  he  paid  money  and  took  a 
mortgage  of  his  farm,  and  the  defendant  has  since  made  further 
advances,  and  took  a  deed  of  farm  for  security ;  some  $375,  due 
in  1842.  $260  of  it,  the  property  of  Ephraim  Jenny  and  ac- 
counted for  to  him  and  plaintiff,  had  no  intention  of  defrauding 
the  plaintiff,  and  is  ready  to  account  for  the  balance  due  to  admin- 
istrator of  said  Ephraim.  Admits  the  purchase  of  said  Ephraim 
at  different  times  of  personal  property,  but  in  every  instance  paid 
him  therefor  the  full  value  of  the  same,  and  with  no  suspicion, 
that  the  conveyance  was  made  to  defraud  the  plaintiff,  and  does 
not  believe  such  to  be  the  fact.  Admits  that  said  Ephraim  deceased 
in  January,  1844,  but  denies  his  insolvency.  Admits  that  he  has 
done  nothing  to  maintain  the  orator  since  the  decease  of  the  said 
Ephraim. 

The  orator's  testimony  tended  to  prove,  that  said  Ephraim  at 
the  time  of  his  death  had  no  property  except  a  watch  ;  that  de- 
fendant sold  the  Marsh  mortgage  to  H.  H.  Henry,  and  that  he 
also  sold  two  cattle  of  value  $18,50  each,  which  said  Ephraim 
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raised.  That  this  suit  is  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  town  of 
Chester  and  the  plaintiff.  That  defendant  after  purchase  of  farm 
worked  at  his  trade,  as  a  wheelwright,  and  said  Ephraim  carried 
on  the  farm,  that  defendant  took  no  more  charge  after  the  sale  of 
the  farm  than  before ;  that  he  paid  nothing  for  the  farm,  except 
maintaining  Mrs.  Heald  and  his  sister,  that  plaintiff  might  have 
had  $300,  if  she  would  have  signed  an  acquittance.  That  de- 
fendant paid  merchant's  account  against  said  Ephraim  in  1839; 
that  said  Ephraim  had  large  stock  in  1838,  worth  some  $400 ; 
that  said  Ephraim  agreed  to  give  plaintiff  $800,  if  she  would  give 
him  a  bill,  and  that  said  Ephraim  said  that  he  wanted  a  settle- 
ment with  plaintiff,  and  made  offers  for  that  purpose,  and  said 
he  should  not  live  with  her  more,  and  should  give  no  reason,  &c. 
The  defendants  offered  no  testimony. 

By  the  Court.  This  case  does  not  seem  to  have  been  referred 
to  a  master  in  the  court  of  chancery,  consequently  we  have  no  state- 
ment of  the  account  between  the  parties,  by  which  to  determine 
how  large  a  portion  of  the  property,  which  seems  to  have  come  to 
defendant's  hands  and  which  he  claims  to  retain,  he  has  returned 
an  equivalent  for,  and  how  large  a  portion  of  it,  he  must  have  re- 
ceived as  a  mere  gratuity  or  as  heir.  We  think  it  reasonable  that 
the  defendant  should  render  an  account  of  all  the  property  which 
came  to  his  hands  once  belonging  to  his  father. 

For  all  which  he  has  paid  a  full  and  fair  equivalent  he  will  not 
be  made  liable.  For  all  which  he  still  retains,  as  a  gift,  or  as 
heir,  or  which  he  has  passed  over  to  the  other  children  as  heirs, 
(all  which  we  think  is  shown  to  have  been  done  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  dower,)  for  this,  then,  we  think  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  for  one-third  part. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed  and  the  case  remanded 
to  the  court  of  chancery  to  take  an  account  and  pass  a  decree  for 
the  orator  for  one-third  of  whatever  sum  the  defendant  shall  ap- 
pear to  be  liable  for,  the  account  to  be  as  follows.  The  defendant 
"to  be  charged  with  whatever  sums  appear  either  by  the  answer 
or  testimony,  to  have  come  to  his  hands  of  the  property  of  his 
father,  either  at  the  time,  or  before,  and  to  be  allowed  to  dis- 
charge himself  by  his  own  oath  and  other  evidence,  which  shall 
show  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  master  he  paid  a  full  and  fair  con- 
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sideration  for,  or  which  he  had  bonajide  passed  into  the  hands  of 
his  father  before  his  decease,  but  not  by  passing  the  same  into  the 
hands  of  the  other  members  of  the  family,  as  a  portion  of  his 
father's  estate. 


David  Hunter  v.  Windsor  and  West  Windsor. 

Liability  of  towns  for  the  neglect  of  their  town  clerks.     Declara- 
tion,    Demurrer, 

It  is  the  dnty  of  the  town  clerk  to  provide  an  aJphabei  or  mdex^  for  the  book  of  rec- 
ord n5ed  for  recording  evidences  respecting  titles  to  lands  or  real  estate,  and  to 
keep  and  preserve  the  same  for  inspection  and  use,  with  the  same  truthfolness 
and  care,  that  he  is  required  to  exercise  in  keeping  the  books  of  record,  and 
when  an  injury  has  been  sustained  by  any  one,  by  reason  of  neglect  in  this  re- 
spect, the  town  is  liable  under  the  statute. 

Bot  to  enable  a  party  to  sue  for  such  neglect,  it  must  appear  that  the  neglect  to 
keep  such  an  a^abei  or  index^  was  the  cause  of  the  damage  he  has  sustained. 

Where  the  plaintiflT,  in  an  action  for  the  neglect  of  the  town  clerk  to  prepare  and 
keep  an  a^ahet  or  index^  in  order  to  show  that  the  damage  he  sustained,  was 
the  result  of,  and  caused  by  this  neglect  of  the  town  clerk,  set  forth  in  his  dec- 
laration the  following  averments  or  statement.  '*  That  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
n^otiation  and  purchase  of  the  premises  by  the  plaintiff,  and  before  completing 
the  same,  and  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  himself  that  the  premises  were  free 
from  incumbrance,  he  made  an  examination  of  the  records  of  deeds  in  the  town 
cleric's  office,  and  by  reason  of  there  being  no  alphabet,  index  or  reference  point- 
ing to  that  mortgage  deed,  or  the  record  thereof,  he  was  caused  and  led  to  be- 
lieve, nnd  did  believe  that  there  was  no  incumbrance  upon  the  same,  and  that 
thereupon  he  completed  and  closed,  on  the  81st  day  of  March,  1846,  his  purchase 
of  the  premises."  It  was  held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  fact  is  sufficiently 
stated  that  the  damnge  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  result  of,  and  caused  by  that  neg 
lect  of  the  town  clerk. 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  that  the 
plaintiff  made  a  specific  request  for  the  iwkx  or  aJphabtL 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  the  words,  "  debts  now  due,"  in  the  act  of  1848,  dividing 
the  town  of  Windsor  into  Windsor  and  West  Windsor,  should  be  held  as  synony 
mous  with  the  word  liabilities,  whether  arising  ex-coniractu  or  ex-delicio. 

Trespass  on  the  Case,  for  the  default  of  a  town  clerk.    The 
declaration  was  as  follows  : 
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"  The  towns  of  Windsor  and  West  Windsor,  (formerly  constitu- 
ting a  sole  town  by  the  name  of  Windsor,)  in  the  county  of  Wind- 
sor, arc  summoned  to  answer  unto  David  Hunter  of  Windsor,  in 
the  county  of  Windsor,  in  a  plea  of  the  case,  for  that  heretofore, 
to  wit,  at  Windsor,  in  said  county  of  Windsor,  from  the  month  of 
March,  A.  D,  1835,  until  the  month  of  March,  A.  D.  1841,  (dur- 
ing which  period  said  present  towns  of  Windsor  and  West  Wind- 
sor constituted  in  law  only  one  town,  by  the  name  of  Windsor,) 
Edwin  Edgerton  was  legal  town  clerk  of  said  then  town  of  Wind- 
sor, duly  chosen  and  acting  as  such  under  appointment  from  said 
town.  And  on  the  first  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1835,  said  Edwin  Ed- 
gerton, being  indebted  to  George  Curtis  and  Edward  Curtis  in 
the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  executed  and  delivered  to  said 
George  and  Edward,  his,  said  Edgerton's,  promissory  note  of  that 
date,  for  the  same  sum  aforesaid,  payable  to  tht*m  or  order  in  one 
year  from  its  said  date,  with  interest  annually.  And  in  order  to 
secure  the  payment  of  said  note  according  to  its  tenor,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  at  said  Windsor,  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1835,  said 
Edwin  Edgerton  and  Susan  C.  Edgerton  his  wife,  executed  and  de- 
livered to  said  George  and  Edward  Curtis  their  deed  of  mortgage  of 
that  date,  of  certain  lands  of  said  Edwin  and  Susan,  in  Windsor 
aforesaid,  described  in  said  deed,  which  was  by  them  signed,  sealed 
and  acknowledged,  in  due  form  of  law,  therein  conveying  to  said 
George  and  Edward  Curtis,  the  whole  and  entire  title  to  said 
lands,  conditioned  to  be  void  upon  the  payment  of  said  note,  which 
deed  was  left  by  said  George  and  Edward  Curtis  with  said  Ed- 
gerton, town  clerk  as  aforesaid,  for  record,  and  was  by  him,  as 
such  town  clerk,  to  wit,  at  said  Windsor  on  the  11th  day  of  June, 
A.  D.  1835,  duly  recorded  in  the  book  of  record  of  said  then  town 
of  Windsor,  as  by  said  record,  a  true  and  attested  copy  whereof  is 
here  readji  in  court  to  be  shown,  will  appear. 

But  the  said  Edgerton,  then  clerk  aforesaid,  did  not  then,  nor 
did  he  ever  make  or  cause  to  be  made,  nor  was  there  ever  made 
or  ktept  by  any  one  any  alphabet  or  index  or  reference  pointing 
to  said  deed  or  record  thereof,  during  the  period  he  was  town  clerk 
as  aforesaid,  nor  till  long  after  the  31st  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1845. 

And  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  31st  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1845, 
the  plaintiff,  not  knowing  of  the  existence  of  said  mortgage  deed 
to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  negotiated  and  purchased  of  Wil- 
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liam  White,  then  of  said  Windsor,  a  portion  of  the  premises  and 
estate  embraced  in  said  mortgage  deed,  said  portion  being  bounds 
ed  and  described  as  follows,  towit:  •  •  *  *.*  *  said 
White  then  holding  title  thereto,  derived  by  deed  of  warranty  exe- 
cuted by  said  Edgerton  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  said  deed 
of  mortgage  to  said  George  and  Edward  Curtis — and  upon  the  oc- 
casion of  th'e  negotiation  and  purchase  aforesaid,  and  before  com- 
pleting and  closing  the  same,  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
suring himself  and  being  certain  that  said  portion  of  said  premises 
was  free  from  incumbrance,  made  examination  of  the  records  of 
deeds  in  the  town  clerk's  office  of  said  town  of  Windsor,  and  by 
reason  of  there  then  being  no  alphabet,  index  or  reference  pointing 
to  said  mortgage  deed  or  the  record  thereof  as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff 
was  caused  and  led  to  believe,  and  did  believe  then  and  there,  as 
well  he  might,  that  there  was  no  incumbrance  upon  said  portion  of 
said  premises,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on  said  81st  day 
of  March,  A.  D.  1845,  completed  and  closed  his  purchase  of  said 
portion  of  said  premises  of  said  White,  and  then  and  there,  for  the 
consideration  of  $400,  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  said  White,  said 
White  made  and  executed  his  deed  of  warranty  of  said  portion  of 
said  premises  in  said  last  mentioned  deed  described,  and  delivered 
the  same  to  this  plaintiff,  which  said  deed  was  signed,  sealed  and 
acknowledged  by  said  White,  all  in  due  form  of  law,  which  sard 
deed  to  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  31st  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1845, 
lodged  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  in  said  then  toii^n  of  Windsor,  for 
record,  and  was  therein  duly  recorded,  as  by  the  plaintiff's  said 
deed,  here  in  court  ready  to  be  shown,  will  appear. 

And  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  said  Edgerton, 
as  town  clerk  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  of  recording  of  said  mort- 
gag^  deed,  to  have  made ;  and  of  every  town  clerk,  successor  of 
said  Edgerton,  to  have  made  ;  and  of  said  town  at  all  times  to 
have  caused  to  be  made  and  kept  open  to  inspection  and  examin- 
ation, an  alphabet  or  index  or  some  reference  in  the  form  of  an 
indexj  attached  to,  or  connected  with  the  book  of  records  wherein 
said  mortgage  was  recorded,  pointing  to  said  mortgage  and  record 
thereof,  whereby  the  same  might  be  found. 

And  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  had  he  had  notice  of  said  incum- 
brance of  said  mortgage  to  said  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  he 
should  not  have  made  said  purchase,  and  that  he  did  not  know  at 
XXIV.  22 
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the  time  of  making  said  purchase,  nor  did  he  ever  know  or  learoy 
or  suspect  the  existence  of  said  mortgage,  until  the  commencement 
of  the  suit  hereinafter  named,  brought  bj  said  George  and  Ed- 
ward Curtis  for  the  foreclosure  of  said  mortgage. 

And  the  plaintiff  further  avers,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  Wood- 
stock aforesaid,  on  the  13th  day  of  October,  A.  D.  1845,  the  note 
secured  by  said  mortgage  remaining  unpaid,  said  Creorge  and  Ed- 
ward Curtis  commenced  a  suit  by  bill  in  chancery  against  said 
Edgerton  and  wife, — the  plaintiff  and  divers  other  persons  therein 
named  to  foreclose  said  mortgage — ^made  returnable  into  the  court 
of  chancery,  to  be  held  at  Woodstock,  in  said  county  of  Windsor  on 
the  first  Tuesday  of  November,  A.  D.  1845,  which  was  duly  served 
and  entered  in  said  court,  and  thereupon  such  proceedings  were 
had,  that  at  a  term  of  said  court  held  at  Woodstock  aforesaid,  on 
the  fourth  Tuesday  of  May,  A.  D.  1849,  said  George  and  Edward 
Curtis  obtained  a  final  decree  in  their  favor  against  the  plaintiff 
and  the  other  defendants  in  said  suit,  for  the  amount  due  upon 
said  mortgage  note  with  the  interest^  and  the  costs  of  said  suit^  ma- 
king in  all  the  sum  of  $3458,32 — which  sum,  together  with  the  ac- 
cruing interest  thereon,  the  plaintiff,  together  with  said  other  de- 
fendants, was  decreed  to  pay,  on  or  before  the  first  Tuesday  of 
June,  A."  D.  1850,  or  be  foreclosed  of  and  from  all  equity  of  re- 
demption in  said  mortgaged  premises,  as  by  the  record  thereof^ 
duly  authenticated  copies  whereof  are  here  ready  in  court  to  be 
shown,  will  appear. 

And  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  by  reason  of  the  neglect  and  de- 
fault of  said  Edgerton  as  town  clerk,  and  of  his  successors  in  said 
office  of  town  clerk,  and  of  said  then  town  of  Windsor,  in  the  man- 
ner aforesaid,  he  has  sustained  great  damage.  And  in  order  to 
save  the  land  so  by  him  purchased  as  aforesaid  from  the  operation 
of  said  decree,  he  (the  plaintiff)  has  been  compelled  to  pay  and 
has  paid  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $500,  and  has  other- 
wise been  put  to  great  trouble  and  expense  in  the  premises,  to  wit, 
the  further  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars. 

Whereby,  by  force  of  the  statute  in  such  case  provided,  an  ac- 
tion hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  demand,  have  and  recover 
of  the  said  towns  of  Windsor  and  West  Windsor  (formerly  Wiad- 
sor)  his  said  damages,  sustained  by  reason  of  the  premises  as 
.iifbresaid,  yet,  &c" 
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To  this  declaration  the  defendants  demurred. 

The  county  court  May  term,  1851, — Pierpoint,  J.  presiding, — 
decided  that  the  declaration  is  sufficient,  and  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff.     Exceptions  hy  defendants. 

Washburn  Sf  Marsh  for  defendants. 

The  cause  of  action  does  not  survive  against  these  defendants. 
The  town  of  Windsor,  against  which  the  liability  accrued,  ceased 
to  exist  by  the  statute  of  Oct.  26,  1848  ;  acts  of  1848,  p.  8.  Tiles- 
ton  y.  Neunnan  et  al.,  23  Vt.  421,  and  no  liability  for  any  past 
matter  exists  against  the  new  towns  thereby  created,  except  such 
as  is  specially  saved  by  the  statute.  The  statute  saves  the  liabil- 
ity for  debts,  using  the  words, — "  clebts  now  due  from  the  town  of 
Windsor,** — ^technically  implying  such  operations  as,  derive  their 
binding  force  from  contract,  express  or  implied,  and  not  extending 
to  penalties  imposed  solely  by  statute,  or  to  compensations  to  be 
made  for  torts,  personal  io  their  character,  such  as  are  sought  to 
be  enforced  in  this  action.  A  bankrupt's  certificate  would  not  bar 
such  claims ;  nor  would  such  right  of  action  pass  to  the  assignee 
in  bankruptcy,  and  no  reason  exists  why  the  word  "  debts**  should 
receive  any  other  or  more  enlarged  construction  in  this  statute, 
than  in  the  statutes  relating  to  bankruptcy,  or  in  other  analogous 
statutes. 

The  omission  to  index  the  mortgage  was  not  the  neglect  of  a 
doty,  on  the  part  of  the  town  clerk,  for  which  the  town  is  respon- 
sible. It  was  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  truly  to  record  the  mort- 
gage.    SI.  Stat.  415  §  20. 

And  it  has  been  decided  by  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Curtis  v. 
Lymcai,*  that  this  requirement  was  complied  with ;  that  the  deed 
«Mi«  truly  recorded.  It  is  difficult  for  us  to  conceive  how  the  town 
can  be  held  liable  for  the  neglect  o^  the  town  clerk  to  do,  what  this 
ooart  has  decided  he  in  fact  did, 

Tracy,  Converse  and  Barrett  for  plaintiff. 

1.  Towns  are  liable  for  "  neglecf*  or  "  defaulf*  of  town  clerks,  &c. 

Do  the  matters  alledged  in'  declaration  show  a  "  neglect "  or 
« defaulf*  which  will  make  town  liable  ?  R  S.  89  §§  29,  30. 
Slade's  Ed.  420. 


4»  The  opinion  in  the  case  of  Cktrtis  v.  Lyman  was  delivered  by  Hall,  J.,  and  fol- 
lows the  opinion  of  Judge  Isham  in  this  case. 
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The  statute  of  1779  provides  that  a  ^  book  or  books  with  an  in- 
'*  dex  or  alphabet  to  the  same,  suitable  for  registering  deeds  and 
^  other  evidences  respecting  title  to  lands,  and  a  book  or  books  for 
^<  recording  the  proceedings  of  town  meetings,  shall  be  provided 
*^  hy  town  clerk,  6cc.  And  it  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of  the  town 
**  clerk  or  register  truly  to  record  all  deeds,  Ac" 

The  same  statute  provides  a  penalty  for  a  neglect  and  refusal  to 
record,     p.  415. 

By  the  Rev.  St.  it  is  provided  that  the  town  clerk  "  shall  also 
^  furnish  and  keep  in  his  office,  contained  in,  or  annexed  to,  the 
"  books  of  record  for  deeds  and  other  evidences  concerning  real  es- 
<*  tate,  a  suitable  index  of  reference  to  every  instrument  on  record 
"  in  such  books."     p.  80  §  30.  Comp.  Stat-  116. 

The  neglect  to  procure  an  "  uidex  or  alphabet "  or  furnish  one, 
is  distinctly  alledged. 

It  is  also  alledged  that  the  plaintiff  examined  the  records,  to  see 
what  was  the  state  of  title.  ^^  Did  not  jfipd  the  mortgage  to  CurtiSy 
"  because  there  was  no  index  or  alphabet." 

By  means  of  the  neglect  to  prepare  such  index,  he  lost  his  title, 
or  was  obliged  to  redeem  the  Curtis  mortgage. 

No  doubt  then,  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  occasioned  by  the 
neglect  to  furnish  the  index. 

That  the  neglect  to  furnish  the  index,  is  a  "  neglect"  is  beyond 
doubt.  And  why  will  not  the  town  be  as  liable  to  pay  all  damages 
arising  from  this  neglect,  as  any  other  neglect — as  much  as  neg- 
lect to  "  record  ?" 

The  index  is  practically  of  as  much  importance  as  the  record- 
ing. It  was  so  determined  in  the  case  of  Curtis  v.  lApwrn^  deci- 
ded in  this  court,  not  reported. 

2.  Did  the  division  of  the  town  of  Windsor,  in  1848,  annihilate 
this  claim  ?  Acts  of  1848,  No.  7. 

The  act  expressly  provides  for  all  debts  then  due  from  the  town. 

The  fact  that  it  was  an  unliquidated  claim,  can  make  no  differ- 
ence. 

By  the  record,  "  debt**  as  used  in  the  statute  referred  to,  is  meant 
liabilities  or  claims  of  every  description.  Nothing  short  of  that 
could  be  intended  by  the  Legislature. 

If,  however,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  4o  relieve 
the  town  of  this  or  similar  liabilities,  it  was  beyond  their  constitu- 
tinnal  power  to  do  so. 
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The  fact  that  an  ctction  on  the  case  was  prescribed  as  the  reme- 
dy in  this  case,  can  make  it  no  different  from  what  it  would  have 
been,  had  debt  been  the  action. 

It  was  equally  beyond  the  power  of  the  Legislature  in  both 
cases  to  "  tmpatV  or  abrogate  the  liability  of  the  town. 

Had  DO  provision  been  made  in  the  act,  for  the  debts  and  liabil- 
ities of  the  town,  they  would  have  remained  unimpaired. 

The  town  of  Windsor  was  not  annihilated^  but  it  was  simply 
divided. 

The  Legislature  had  no  power  to  dissolve  or  annihilate  the  po- 
litical existence  of  the  town  so  as  to  impair  the  rights  of  any  one. 

They  did  not  attempt  to  exercise  any  such  power. 

This  question  was  directly  settled  in  the  case  of  Stone  v.  Wind- 
sor and  West  Windsor,  last  June  term  of  this  court, 

Xhc  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAK,  J.  The  questions  in  the  case  arise  upon  a  general  de- 
morrer  to  the  declaration. 

The  action  is  in  case  upon  the  statute,  in  which  the  defendants 
are  sought  to  be  charged,  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  and  de- 
fault of  the  town  clerk  of  Windsor,  previous  to  its  division  by  act 
of  the  Legislature  in  1848. 

The  particular  matter  of  default  or  negligence,  of  which  the 
plaintiff  complains,  is  the  neglect  of  the  clirk  to  make  and  keep 
an  fdphahel  or  index,  annexed  to  the  book  of  records,  and  referring 
to  each  deeds  or  instruments  as  are  on  record  therein.  And  for 
the  neglect  of  the  derk  in  this  particular,  this  action  is  brought. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  defendants  that  it  was  no  part  of  the  official 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  make  such  index,  and  that  in  this  case,  his 
duties  as  town  clerk  were  fully  discharged,  in  recording  at  length 
upon  the  records  of  the  town,  the  mortgage  deed  of  Edgerton  and 
wife  to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  although  he  did  neglect  and 
omit  to  enter  the  same  on  any  alphabet  or  index,  belonging  to  the 
book  of  records.  And  the  question  presented  on  this  demurrer  is, 
whether  that  is  an  official  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  town  clerk, 
for  which  the  town  is  responsible. 

The  act  of  1797,  Slade's  Comp.  414,  Sec.  20,  provides  "  That  a 
**  boc^  or  books  with  an  index  or  alphabet  to  the  same,  suitable  for 
^  registering  deeds  and  other  evidences  of  title  to  lands,  and  a 
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^  book  or  books  for  recording  the  proceedings  of  town  meetings, 
'^  &;c  shall  be  kept  in  each  town  in  this  State,  and  which  are  to 
'*  be  provided  by  the  clerk,  at  the  expense  of  such  town,  and  it  is 
"  made  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  truly  to  record  all  deeds  and 
"conveyances,  writs  and  executions,  where  by  law  it  becomes 
"  necessary."  The  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  these  provis- 
ions is  very  evident,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  such 
construction  to  the  act  as  will  carry  such  intention  into  effect. 

Two  different  set  of  books  are  to  be  kept ;  one  exclusively  for 
recording  evidences  respecting  titles  to  lands,  with  an  index  or  dt- 
phahet  to  the  same,  the  other  for  recording  the  proceedings  of  town 
meetings,  &c.  and  with  which  no  index  is  required.  It  may  with 
propniety  be  asked,  for  what  purpose  is  the  clerk  required  to  pro- 
cure an  alphabet  or  index,  in  connection  with  the  book  of  records 
for  recording  evidences  of  title  to  real  estate.  Certainly  it  was 
not  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  constructive  notice  of  the  execntioii 
and  record  of  deeds,  for  that  object  is  accomplished  by  recording 
the  deeds  at  length  upon  the  records,  although  there  has  been  a 
neglect  and  omission  to  index  or  alphabet  the  same.  This  was  so 
ruled  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Curtis  v.  Lyman^  on  a  bill  of 
foreclosure  brought  dn  this  same  mortgage  deed ;  and  the  plaintiff 
snd  others,  who  subsequently  became  interested  in  the  premises 
included  in  the  mortgage  deed,  were  charged  with  constructive  no- 
tice thereof,  and  their  title  was  held  subject  to  that  incumbrance. 

Evidently,  therefore,  that  whole  provision  is  a  singular  instance 
of  idle  legislation,  if  the  Legislature  did  not  intend  that  the  index 
or  alphabet  should  be  kept  in  each  town,  for  the  definite  object  and 
purpose  of  furnishing  an  easy  and  accessible  facility,  by  which  anj 
person  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence,  can  discover  and 
obtain  actual  notice  of  the  existence  of  any  deed,  or  mortgage,  or 
evidences  of  title  to  real  estate  thereon,  so  that  all  persons  who 
may  become  purchasers  thereof,  or  who  may  wish  to  make  advan- 
ces on  such  security,  may  obtain  actual  knowledge  of  the  title  and 
condition  of  the  property.  That  such  an  index  or  alphabet  is  of 
practical  importance,  that  it  contributes,  and  is  even  rendered 
essential,  as  a  facility  for  such  discovery  and  notice,  must  be  witli- 
in  the  experience  of  every  one  conversant  with  such  records.  Afld 
it  is  not  to  be  presumed,  that  such  an  important  facility  for  the 
discovery  of  the  true  condition  of  real  estate  was  overlooked  or 
disregarded  by  the  Legislature. 
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The  act,  therefore,  was  designed  to  effect  two  objects,  in  the  first 
place,  providing  the  means,  and  furnishing  facilities  for  the  discov- 
ery of,  and  obtaining  notice  tnfact  of  such  deeds,  mortgages  and 
evidences  of  title,  as  are  placed  on  the  records.  And  in  the  sec- 
ond place,  to  furnish  the  proper  evidences  of  constructive  notice, 
when  all  means  before  provided,  have  failed  in  giving  actual  no- 
tice ;  and  when  an  injury  has  been  sustained  by  any  one  for  a 
neglect  in  either  respect,  the  town  is  liable  under  the  statute. 

The  statute  imposes  the  duty  upon  the  town  clerk  to  record  all 
deeds,  conveyances,  writs  and  executions,  and  to  keep  such  hooks 
within  his  town,  and  to  record  the  proceedings  of  town  meetings. 
It  is  true  that  in  the  specific  enumeration  of  matters  to  be  record- 
ed, DO  mention  is  made  of  the  index  or  alphabet.  But  the  gener- 
al provision  is  in  these  words,  ^'  It  is  made  the  duty  of  each  town 
**  dezk  in  this  State,  to  keep  such  books  within  his  respective  town." 
The  words  "  sttch  books^*  evidently  refers  to  all  those  which  it  was 
made  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  to  procure  at  the  expense  of  the 
town.  And  in  specifying  those  books,  the  index  or  alphabet  is  par- 
tiGolarly  mentioned. 

On  this  subject  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  is  too  obvious 
to  be  mistaken,  and  we  conceive  it  would  be  a  great  departure 
from,  judicial  duty  to  defeat  that  intention  by  an  illiberal  or  tech- 
nical construction.  To  carry  into  effect  an  intention  so  manifestly 
^read  upon  the  face  of  the  act,  the  court,  if  necessary,  would  be 
warranted  in  departing  from  the  ordinary  meaning  and  use  of 
words,  and  would  disregard  the  grammatical  construction,  for  the 
object  of  the  act  is  salutary,  and  necessary  for  the  safety  of  those 
who  are  interested  in  the  evidences  of  title  to  real  estate. 

We  have  no  hesitancy,  therefore,  in  deciding  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  town  clerk,  to  provide  such  an  alphabet  or  index,  and  to 
keep  and  preserve  the  same  for  inspection  and  use,  with  the  same 
truthfulness  and  care,  that  he  is  required  to  exercise  in  keeping 
the  books  of  record. 

To  enable  the  plaintiff,  however,  to  sue  for  such  neglect,  it  must 
appear  that  he  has  sustained  a  damage  thereby,  or  in  other  words, 
it  must  appear  that  the  neglect  to  keep  an  alphabet  or  index,  was 
the  cause  of  the  damage  he  has  sustained,  and  as  this  matter  arises 
upon  demurrer,  such  averments  should  be  made  in  the  declaration. 

The  declaration  contains  the  following  statement  of  facts,  and 
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which  are  admitted  by  the  demurrer ;  that  the  mortgage  deed  of 
Edgerton  and  wife,  to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  was  executed 
and  recorded  on  the  11th  day  of  July,  1835,  but  that  the  elerk  has 
never  made,  and  kept  for  inspection  and  examination  an  alphabet 
or  index,  referring  to  the  deed  or  its  record,  until  after  the  plain- 
tiff had  become  a  purchaser  of  those  premises ;  and  that  as  such 
purchaser,  he  never  had  actual  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  that 
incumbraijce,  until  the  bill  in  chancery,  to  foreclose  the  premises 
oh  the  Curtis  mortg^e,  was  served  upon  him.  It  is  also  stated  in 
the  declaration,  that  on  that  bill  a  decree  was  obtained,  and  that 
to  protect  his  property  under  his  purchase,  he  has  been  compelled 
to  pay  and  advance  the  money  for  which,  as  damages,  tliis  suit  is 
brought.  In  the  statement  of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  in  his 
declaration  thus  far,  we  find  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  the  neglect 
of  the  clerk  to  make  and  keep  an  alphabet  or  index  to  the  book  of 
records,  on  which  is  recorded  the  evidence  of  title  to  real  estate ; 
and  also,  the  damages  which  the  plaintiff  has  sustained,  in  conse- 
quence of  not  having  notice  in  fact  of  the  existence  of  the  Curtis 
mortgage.  In  order,  therefore,  to  show  that  the  damages  which 
the  plaintiff  has  sustained,  was  the  result  of,  and  caused  by  this 
neglect  of  the  town  clerk,  the  declaration  contains  the  following 
averments  or  statement :  "  That  upon  the  occasion  of  the  negotia- 
"  tion  and  purchase  of  the  premises  by  the  plaintiff,  and  before 
"  completing  the  same,  and  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  himself 
"that  the 'premises  were  free  from  incumbrance,  he  made  an  ex- 
"  amination  of  the  records  of  deeds  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  and 
"  by  reason  of  there  being  no  alphabet,  index  or  reference,  point- 
"  ing  to  that  mortgage  deed,  or  the  record  thereof,  he  was  caused 
"  and  led  to  believe,  and  did  believe  that  there  was  no  incumbrance 
"  upon  the  same,  and  that  thereupon  he  completed  and  closed,  on 
"  the  31st  day  of  March,  1845,  his  purchase  of  the  premises." 

The  sufficiency  of  these  averments  and  statement,  it  should  be 
observed,  arises  upon  general  demurrer ;  and  it  is  sufficient,  if  those 
facts  are  substantially  stated,  which  will  give  a  right  of  action, 
without  regard  to  the  form  of  statement,  for  if  the  statement  is  in- 
formally alledged,  that  can  only  be  reached  by  special  demurrer. 
On  this  demurrer  therefore,  we  think  the  fact  is  sufficiently  stated, 
that  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  result  of,  and  caused  by 
that  neglect  of  the  clerk.    It  is  not  stated  that  the  plaintiff  made  a 
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specific  request  for  the  index  or  alphabet.  If  such  a  specific  re- 
quest was  necessary,  it  should  have  been  averred  in  the  declara- 
tion. But  we  do  not  think  such  a  specific  request  is  necessary  in 
any  case.  The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  make  a  personal  examina- 
tion of  the  record  for  himself,  and  he  was  under  no  necessity  of 
making  known  the  object  of  such  examination.  He  possibly  might 
have  deemed  it  imprudent  to  make  such  disclosure.  And  no  such 
duty  or  obligation  rests  upon  any  one ;  every  person  has  a  right 
to  a  personal  examination  of  such  records,  and  for  that  purpose, 
may  call  upon  the  clerk  for  the  book  of  records,  containing  the  ev- 
idences of  title  to  lands,  and  upon  such  general  request,  it  is  as 
much  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  submit  to  his  examination,  and  use  the 
index  or  cdphahet  to  such  books  of  record,  as  the  books  themselves. 
And  if  he  neglects  so  to  do,  and  damages  have  resulted  therefrom 
the  town  is  responsible  therefor.  Upon  that  part  of  the  case  there- 
fore, we  think  the  declaration  is  sufficient,  and  sets  forth  a  good 
cause  of  action. 

Another  objection  has  been  urged  on  this  demurrer  to  this  dec- 
laration, and  equally  effecting  the  right  of  action.  It  is  insisted 
that  whatever  may  have  been  the  former  liability  of  Windsor  on 
this  matter,  that  liability  was  removed  and  lost  by  tlie  division  of 
the  town  under  the  act  of  1848.  This  we  can  but  feel,  is  giving 
rather  a  severe  effect  to  the  operation  of  that  act,  particularly  as 
it  regards  third  persons,  who  were  not  as  inhabitants  of  iUe  town 
interested  in  such  division.  And  that  no  court  would  feci  disposed 
to  give  such  effect  to  the  act,  unless  compelled  so  to  do,  by  most 
unequivocal  legislation,  even  if  there  were  no  constitutional  objec- 
tions in  the  way.  It  is  also  insisted,  that  by  that  division,  the  cor- 
porate existence  of  Windsor,  as  it  existed  when  this  cause  of  ac- 
tion accrued,  has  been  lost  and  its  charter  vacated  ;  and  that  with 
it  were  lost  all  claims  and  causes  of  action,  except  such  as  have 
been  particularly  excepted  from  its  operation. 

The  statute  making  that  division,  saves  the  Uahility  for  debts 
now  due  from  the  town  of  Windsor  and  specifies  the  manner  and 
proportion  to  be  paid  by  each  town  respectively. 

In  this  provision,  the  Legislature  were  evidently  settling  the 
terms  of  that  division,  and  disposing  of  matters  that  might  be  in 
controversy  between  them  after  the  division  was  effected.  And  it 
is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  they  were  simply  providing 
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the  maimer  in  which  debts  arising  ex  contractu  should  be  appor- 
tioned between  them,  for  there  may  have  been,  and  it  is  not  un- 
reasonable to  suppose  that  there  were  other  liabilities  existing 
arising  ex  delicto,  which  should  be  proportionately  paid  by  the 
respective  towns.  As  claims  against  the  town  for  neglect  in  keep- 
ing roads  in  repair,  neglect  of  constables,  &c.  That  the  Legisla- 
ture intended,  under  that  form  of  expression,  to  include  the  whole 
liabilities  of  the  town  of  Windsor,  as  it  stood  when  the  division 
was  made,  is  very  apparent  And  the  words,  "  debts  now  due," 
should  be  held  as  synonymous  with  the  word  liabilities,  whether 
arising  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto. 

That  clause  of  the  act,  saves  all  such  liabilities  of  the  town  of 
Windsor,  as  it  then  stood,  from  the  operation  and  effect  of  the 
division,  and  those  liabilities  still  rest  upon  the  territory,  and  in- 
habitants of  Windsor  and  their  successors,  the  same  as  if  that  di- 
vision had  not  been  made. 

We  are  not  therefore,  called  upon  to  investigate  the  question 
whether  for  any  purpose  that  division  vacated  the  old  charter  of 
Windsor  and  created  two  new  towns,  with  new  charters,  as  by  an 
express  saving  clause  the  matter  for  which  this  suit  is  brought,  is 
excepted  from  its  operation,  and  unaffected  by  the  division. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  aflSrmed. 


George  and  Edwabd  Curtis  v.  Job  Lyman  and  Others. 

[in  chancebt.] 

Where  the  mortgagee  left  his  mortgage  with  the  town  clerk  for  record,  and  the 
clerk  recorded  the  same  at  length,  and  so  certified  upon  the  mortgage,  but  made 
no  alphabet  or  index  of  the  said  mortage,  it  was  held,  that  the  mortgage  was 
properly  recorded  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  alphabet  or 
index  constitutes  no  part  of  the  record,  and  the  mortgage  became  an  incum- 
brance upon  the  land  finom  the  time  it  was  transcribed  upon  the  record. 

This  case  was  decided  in  Windsor  county,  March  term,  1849, 
and  the  opinion  was  sent  to  the  Reporter,  without  any  of  the  pa- 
pers in  the  case,  by  Judge  Isham,  with  the  suggestion  that  the 
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same  be  reported,  as  it  is  referred  to  in  the  preceding  case,  Huri' 
ter  V.  Winfisor  and  West  Windsor. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  which 
was  delivered  by 

Hall,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  chancery.  The  bill  is  for 
the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  in  common  form.  The  complam- 
ants  are  the  mortgagees ;  one  of  the  defendants,  Edgerton,  being 
the  mortgagor,  and  another  defendant,  Lyman,  being  a  purchaser 
under  Edgerton. 

The  facts  found  and  about  which  there  is  little  or  no  contro- 
versy, are  these : 

Edgerton  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  by  note  in  the  sum  of 
$2000,  mortgaged  to  them  certain  lands,  which  mortgage  was 
transcribed  upon  the  book  of  records  of  the  town  on  the  11th  of 
Jane,  1835,  and  duly  certified  as  recorded ;  but  no  reference  to 
the  record  was  entered  upon  the  alphabet.  Subsequently,  the 
defendant  Lyman,  without  actual  notice  of  the  mortgage,  and  be- 
fore the  record  of  it  was  alphabetted,  for  the  consideration  of 
$5000,  purchased  the  same  land  of  the  mortgagor,  his^deed  being 
recorded  Feb.  7,  1839.  Both  the  mortgage  and  deed  were  re- 
ceived for  record  and  certified  as  recorded  by  Edgerton,  the  mort- 
gagor, who  from  March,  1835,  to  March,  1841,  was  the  town 
derk ;  and  the  reference  to  the  mortgage  was  first  entered  on  the 
index  by  the  subsequent  town  clerk  in  August  or  September, 
1844.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  mortgagees  had  any  knowl- 
edge of  the  neglect  of  the  town  clerk  to  e^ter  their  mortgage  on 
the  alphabet,  and  they  must  be  taken  to  be  ignorant  of  it.  No 
other  objection  is  made  to  the  record,  but  the  want  of  an  index  to 
it,  and  it  is  to  be  treated  as  having  been  in  all  other  respects  reg- 
ular and  sufficient. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  neglect  of  the  clerk  to  index  the 
mortgage,  shall  render  the  record  of  it  invalid,  so  as  to  postpone 
the  title  of  the  mortgagees  to  that  of  the  subsequent  purchase. 

The  determination  of  this  question  must  depend  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  statutes  of  1797  in  relation  to  the  recording  of 
conveyances,  which  statutes  were  in  force  when  both  deeds  were 
lodged  in  the  town  clerk's  office. 

The  5th  section  of  the  act  for  regulating  conveyances  of  real 
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estate,  specifies  the  several  requisites  of  such  conveyances.  It 
declares  "  that  all  deeds  or  other  conveyances  of  any  lands,  tene- 
"ments  or  hereditaments,  lying  in  this  State,  signed  and  sealed 
"by  the  party  granting  the  same,  having  good  and  lawful  author- 
"  ity  thereunto  and  signed  by  two  or  more  witnesses,  and  acknowl- 
"  edged  by  such  grantor  or  grantors  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
^and  recorded,  at  length,  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  town,  in  which 
"*ucA  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  lie,  shall  be  valid  to 
"pass  the  same,  without  any  other  act  or  ceremony  in  law 
"  whatever." 

If  the  language  of  this  statute  were  to  be  taken  in  its  ordinary 
sense  and  serve  to  control  our  decision,  there  would  seem  to 
be  but  little  doubt  of  its  effect.  There  would  in  regard  to  the 
mortgage  appear  to  have  been  a  full  and  literal  compliance  with 
the  words  of  the  statute.  The  mortgage  had  been  transcribed  at 
length  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  and  by  the  proper  officer,  and 
duly  certified  as  recorded ;  and  that  is  what  is  commonly  under- 
stood as  constituting  a  record  of  it. 

It  is,  however,  said,  that  although  the  ordinary  signification  of 
the  word  recorded  may  be  satisfied  by  what  was  done  in  this  case, 
yet,  that  the  act  regulating  town  meetings  and  the  choice  and  du- 
ty of  town  officers,  is  to  be  construed  as  providing  an  additional 
requisite  to  the  record  of  conveyance — in  other  words,  as  in  effect 
declaring  that  a  deed  shall  not  be  considered  as  recorded,  until  an 
index  to  it  is  entered  upon  the  alphabet. 

No  such  language  is,  however,  found  in  that  act,  nor  do  we 
think  any  intention  ^  engraft  such  additional  requisite  upon  a 
deed  cm  be  fairly  implied  from  the  language  used.  The  object 
of  the  act  is  to  point  out  the  duty  of  the  clerk,  not  only  in  the 
making  of  a  proper  record  of  conveyances,  hU  also  in  furnishing 
facilities  for  their  discovery,  examination  and  use  by  all  persons 
interested  in  them.  And  to  secure  the  due  performance  of  these 
duties  the  clerk  is  made  liable  to  the  party  injured  for  the  neglect 
of  them,  and  to  the  security  of  the  party  injured  is  superadded,  by 
a  subsequent  statute,  the  responsibility  of  the  town.  The  index 
or  alphabet,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  have  annexed  to 
his  book  seems  to  be  one  of  the  facilities  to  be  used  in  making 
search  for  the  record,  not  a  part  of  the  record  itself.  It  is  his 
duty  to  have  an  index,  and  to  enter  upon  it  a  proper  reference  to 
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every  record  of  a  conYeyance,  and  for  any  neglect  to  do  so,  he 
and  the  town  are  liable  for  the  damages  any  person  may  suffer  by 
it.  But  it  is  not  certain  that  any  one  will  be  injured  by  the  neg- 
lect, and  therefore  the  record  itself  should  not  be  void.  The  clerk 
may  know  the  place  of  the  record  and  may  point  it  out  to  all  who 
may  wish  to  examine  it.  A  purchaser  may  take  his  deed  relying 
alone  upon  the  representations  or  covenants  of  his  grantor,  with- 
out desiring  to  examine  the  records.  An  index,  or  the  want  of 
it,  would  seem  to  be  of  no  importance  to  him.  So  if  without 
making  any  search  or  causing  any  to  be  made,  a  purchaser  should 
rely  solely  on  the  representations  of  the  clerk,  that  the  title  was 
clear,  and  those  representations  should  be  knowingly  false,  it  is 
perhaps  questionable  whether  he  could  be  said  to  be  injured  by 
the  want  of  an  index.  That  would  only  seem  to  become  impor- 
tant when  an  actual  search  of  the  records  was  desired  to  be  made. 
The  legitimate  ground  of  complaint  in  such  case  would  probably 
be  the  fraudulent  representations  of  the  clerk. 

There  are  many  practical  difficulties  in  the  way  of  making  an 
index  to  the  record  an  essential  requisite  to  the  validity  of  the 
title.  The  statute  provides  for  an  **  index  or  alphabet."  Are  the 
two  words  used  synonomously  ?  Or  have  they  here,  as  they  often 
have,  different  meanings  ?  Is  it  indispensable  that  the  index 
should  be  in  alphabetical  order?  If  so,  shall  the  name  of  the 
grantor  or  the  grantee  be  alphabetted?  Or  shall  there  be  two 
indexes,  one  of  each?  Must  the  Christian  name  be  written  at 
length,  or  will  the  initials  be  sufficient  ?  It  is  obvious,  that  if  an 
index  is  held  to  be  an  essential  part  of  the  record,  the  way  will  at 
once  be  opened  for  a  serious  and  embarrassing  course  of  litigation 
in  settling  by  judicial  construction,  what  shall  constitute  a  suffi- 
cient index,  and  what  departures  from  a  prescribed  form  shall 
render  the  record  invalid.  And  all  this,  perhaps,  when  there  has 
been  no  real  'injury  to  any  one  in  consequence  of  a  defective 
index. 

But  if  from  the  want  of  an  index,  or  a  proper  entry  upon  it, 
the  record  is  to  be  inoperative  shall  it  be  held  absolutely  void  ? 
If  the  reference  to  it  upon  the  index  be  not  made  the  instant  the 
record  is  completed,  is  the  record  a  mere  nullity  ?  Or  may  the 
record  be  restored  and  made  operative  by  a  subsequent  entry 
upon  the  index  ?     If  so,  when  does  the  record  take  effect  ?     If 
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from  the  entry  on  the  index,  how  is  the  true  time  to  be  shown  ? 
Shall  the  clerk  certify  upon  the  record  the  time  of  the  entry  ? 
That  has  never  been  done.  The  true  time  the  record  takes  effect 
must  then  in  all  cases  be  left  open  to  be  proved  by  parol !  In 
this  case  it  appears  by  the  evidence  of  the  town  clerk,  that  the 
plaintiffs  mortgage  was  first  alphabetted  some  time  in  August  or 
September,  1844. 

This  evidence  is  quite  too  loose  and  uncertain,  from  which  to 
determine  when  a  record  is  to  become  operative,  as  all  parol  evi- 
dence necessarily  must  be.  It  is  obvious,  that  if  an  entry  of  a 
deed  upon  the  index  is  held  to  be  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
record,  that  it  must  necessarily  lead  to  inextricable  confusion  and 
uncertainty  in  regard  to  the  priority  of  conveyances.  Indeed,  the 
difficulties  in  the  way  of  a  decision  to  that  effect,  appear  to  us  to  be 
insurmountable.  On  the  other  hand,  we  do  not  perceive  but  that 
the  object  of  the  statute's  providing  for  the  recording  of  deeds  wiU 
be  fully  answered  by  leaving  any  body,  actually  sustaining  an  in- 
jury from  the  want  of  an  index,  or  by  a  defective  one,  to  his  stat- 
ute remedy  against  the  clerk  and  the  towns. 

The  case  of  Sawder  v.  Adams,  8  Vt.  R.  172,  has  been  relied 
upon  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  as  having  an  important  bearing 
upon  the  question  in  this.  But  our  decision  does  not  conflict  with 
the  law  of  that  case.  The  facts  in  that  case  were  peculiar.  From 
them,  the  court  found  that  there  had  been  in  effect  no  record  of  the 
deed  u[)on  tlie  book  of  records.  Chief  Justice  Williams,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  puts  the  case 
upon  that  ground.  He  says  "  (hat  recording  means  the  copying 
the  instrument  to  be*  recorded  into  'the  public  records  of  the 
town,  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  by  or  under  the  superinten- 
dence of  the  officer  appointed  therefor."  This,  the  court  held, 
had  not  in  that  case  been  done.  But  it  had  clearly  been  done 
in  this  case.  The  deed  was  copied  by  the  town  clerk  into  the  prop- 
er book,  in  the  proper  place,  and  duly  certified  as  recorded,  which 
would  doubtless  have  been  held  by  the  court  at  that  time,  to  have 
been  sufficient. 

We  are  all  agreed  that  the  proper  office  of  the  index  is,  what  its 
name  imports,  to  point  to  the  record,  but  that  it  constitutes  no  part 
of  the  record  ;  and  we  must  consequently  hold,  that  the  plaintiff's 
mortgage  became  an  incumbrance  upon  the  land  from  the  time  it 
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was  transcribed  upon  the  record,  and  that  the  defendant  Lyman 
took  his  title  subject  to  it. 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery  is  to  be  af- 
firmed, with  directions  to  that  court  to  fix  upon  a  time  for  redemp- 
tion and  to  carry  this  decree  into  effect. 


Solomon  Downer  v.  Christopher  C.  Rowell. 

Trover.     Conversion,     Evidence, 

If  A.  sell  to  B.  sheep,  that  B.  had  before  leased  to  A.,  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
B.  knew  that  they  were  the  same  sheep  he  had  leased  A.,  it  is  not  a  conversion 
of  the  sheep  so  sold,  and  B.  cannot  maintain  trover  against  A.  for  the  sheep. 

The  old  rale,  that  the  witness  most  be  able  to  swear  from  memory,  is  now  pretty 
mnch  exploded,  and  all  that  is  now  required  is,  that  the  witness  shaU  be  able  to 
statt,  that  the  memorandum  is  correct;  he  may  then  read  it 

Troyeb  for  sheep  and  wool.  Plea,  the  general  issue  and  trial 
by  jury. 

On  trial  the  plaintiff  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove, 
that  on  the  first  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1840,  he  delivered  to 
the  defendant  and  one  Jabesh  Hunter,  since  deceased,  one  hun- 
dred and  eleven  sheep,  and  took  their  receipt  in  writing  for  the 
same,  by  the  terms  of  which  they  were  to  redeliver  the  same 
sheep,  or  others  in  their  stead,  as  good  as  they  were,  in  three 
years  from  the  date  of  said  receipt,  and  pay  yearly  fifty-five  and 
one-half  pounds  of  wool,  as  rent  for  the  same.  The  defendant 
also  proved  a  demand  of  the  sheep  and  wool  in  May,  1847,  pre- 
vious to  the  service  of  the  writ. 

The  defendant  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  plaintiff 
purchased  of  him  in  the  fall  of  1841,  a  fiojck  of  sheep,  and  that 
this  fiock  included  all  the  sheep  that  he  then  had,  and  that  among 
this  fiock,  so  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  defendant  were  the 
same  sheep,  or  a  part  of  the  same  so  leased  to  defendant  and  said 
Hunter,  in  the  fall  of  1840.  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  of  said  sheep  paid  the  defendant  the  money  for  all  said 
sheep,  except  a  small  sum  for  which  he  gave  defendant  his  note. 
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The  defendant  offered  Andrew  Tracy,  one  of  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff,  as  a  witness,  to  prove  the  testimony  of  one  Bani 
Udall  and  one  Joab  Dimick,  witnesses  who  testified  in  this  case  on 
a  former  trial,  but  have  since  deceased.  Mr.  Tracy  stated,  that 
after  having  examined  his  minutes  taken  on  said  trial  to  refresh 
his  memory,  that  he  could  from  recollection  give  the  substance  of 
the  testimony  of  said  Udall  in  chiefs  but  that  he  could  not  state 
the  substances  of  the  testimony  of  said  Udall  in  chief  and  an  cross 
examination,  without  reading  from  his  minutes  taken  on  said  for- 
mer trial.  To  this  the  plaintiff  objected,  but  the  court  overruled 
the  objection  and  allowed  said  Tracy  to  state  by  reference  to  his 
minutes  the  testimony  of  said  Udall  and  Dimick. 

The  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  if  they 
found  that  the  plaintiff  did  in  fact  receive  from  the  defendant,  in 
the  fall  of  1841,  the  same  sheep,  or  any  of  the  same,  so  leased  to 
the  defendant  and  said  Hunter  in  November,  1840,  still,  if  the 
plaintiff  purchased  said  sheep  and  paid  the  defendant  therefor, 
that  the  defendant,  by  selling  said  sheep  and  receiving  pay  there- 
for was  guilty  of  a  conversion  of  the  same,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  The  court  declined  so  to  instruct  the 
jury  as  requested,  but  did  instruct  them  that  if  the  defendant  sold 
said  sheep  or  any  part  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  such  purchase  knew  that  they  were  the  same  sheep 
so  leased  to  the  defendant  and  said  Hunter,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  such  sheep  as  were  so  sold  and  deliv- 
ered back  to  plaintiff.     The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  defendant 

To  the  charge  of  the  court,  and  the  admission  of  said  Tracy  as 
a  witness,  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

TVacy  Sf  Converse  and  W.  C  French  for  plaintiff. 

1.  The  court  erred  in  allowing  Mr.  Tracy  to  read  his  minutes. 
The  rule  is,  that  a  witness  has  a  right  to  refresh  his  memory  by 
the  use  of  a  written  instrument,  memorandum,  or  entry  in  a  book. 
But  after  having  so  refreshed  his  memory,  he  must  be  able  to 
state  the  facts  from  recollection.  1  Phil,  on  Ev.  226.  1  Green- 
leaf  on  Ev.  §  436.  Sandwell  v.  Sandwell,  3  T.  R.  752.  8  East 
284,  289.     1  Cow.  &  HilFs  notes,  528. 

In  some  cases,  where  a  witness  is  enabled  to  state  that  he 
knows  the  contents  of  the  writing  to  he  correct,  although  he  at  the 


MARCH  TERM,  1852,  84* 

Downer  r.  Rowell. 

time  has  no  independent  recollection  of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  yet 
he  is  permitted  to  testify.  Further  than  this  the  rule  has  never 
been  carried ;  and  in  such  cases,  the  writing  is  not  made  evidence 
ofiUelf.  1  Greenleaf  on  Ev.  §  437  and  cases  cited.  Cowen  & 
HiU's  notes  to  Phil.  Ev.  §  528,  p.  750. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  that  the  witness  must  be  able  to  state 
the  vohoJe  of  the  testimony  of  the  deceased  witness ;  not  only  his 
examination  in  chief,  but  his  cross  examination,  1  Greenleaf  on 
Ev.  §  165.  Wolf  V.  Wyeih,  11  S.  &  R.  149.  Com.  v.  Richards, 
18  Pick.  434. 

2.  The  sale  of  the  sheep,  by  Rowell,  was  a  conversion.  Grant 
V.  King  et  al,  14  Vt.  367.     Swift  v.  Moseley  et  al.,  10  Vt  208. 

The  case  is  made  to  turn  upoti  plaintiff's  knowledge,  that  they 
vrere  the  same  sheep.  In  analogous  cases  it  is  held,  that  this 
makes  no  difference,  as  when  property  is  distrained  and  the  owner 
is  compelled  to  pay  money  to  redeem  it.  6  T.  R.  298.  1  Swift's 
Dig.  538. 

This  case  is  not  like  that  class  of  cases  in  which  acquiescence  is 
presumed,  where  the  rights  of  third  persons  are  concerned ;  as 
when  a  person  stands  by  and  allows  another  to  sell  his  property. 
In  such  case  the  owner  cannot  recover  of  the  vendee.  But  this 
is  upon  the  ground,  that  it  would  be  allowing  the  party  to  commit 
a  fraud  upon  an  innocent  purchaser.  3  Steph.  N.  P.  2677. — 
Gregg  v.  WeUs,  10  Adol.  &  EUis  90. 

J,  Barrett  for  defendant. 

1.  Unless  plaintiff's  right  of  possession  be  violated,  trover  does^ 
not  lie.  Defendant  had  the  right  of  possession  under  the  contract 
up  to  the  time  of  the  alledged  sale  and  redelivery  of  the  sheep  to- 
plaintiff.  When  plaintiff  became  repossessed  of  the  sheep,  the 
defendant  was  not  thereafter  holding  them  in  violation  of  plain- 
tiff's right. 

When  was  the  alledged  conversion  ?  A  refusal  to  deliver  on; 
demand  is  not  evidence  of  conversion,  unless  it  be  shown  to  be  in 
defendant's  power  to  deliver  the  property.  Hice  v.  Clark,  8  Vt; 
109.     Text-books  pasnm. 

Take  Justice  Buller's  account  of  trover,  as  being  "a  special, 
"action  on  the  case,  which  one  may  have  against  another,  Mcho- 
"  hath  in  his  possession  any  of  his  goods  by  delivery,  finding  or 
XXIV.  23 
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^'  otherwise,  or  sells  or  makes  use  of  them  without  his  consent,  w 
"refuses  to  deliver  them  on  demand."     Buller's  N.  P.  32. 

Disposing  of  the  sheep  with  such  consent  either  to  Downer  or 
any  one  else  was  not  conversion.  Knapp  et  aL  y.  Winchester^  11 
Vt.  351. 

The  most  that  can  be  said  is,  that  the  repurchase  by  plwitiff 
was  settling  between  the  parties,  that  the  defendant  was  not  to 
return  the  specific  sheep,  and  was  to  be  accountable  under  his 
contract  only  far  other  like  sheep.  That  accountability  is  not  the 
subject  of  trover, 

2.  The  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Tracy  was  admissible.  The 
law  of  the  subject  is  stated  in  1  Greenleaf  £v.  §  §  165, 166. 
Glass  V.  Beachy  5  Vt.  172.  State  v.  Booker^  17  Vt.  658.  Marsh 
V-  Jones,  21  Vt.  378. 

Bt  the  Court.  1.  It  is  objected,  that  the  court  erred  in  re- 
fusing to  charge  the  jury,  that  selling  the  sheep  or  part  of  them 
to  the  plaintiff,  he  knowing  them,  at  the  time,  to  be  the  same 
sheep  he  had  leased  to  defendant,  was  a  conversion  of  the  sheep 
so  sold.  But  we  think  this  portion  of  the  charge  was  correct  A 
sale  ex  vi  termini  implies  the  consent  of  both  parties,  the  aggre- 
gatio  mentium,  as  much  as  any  other  contract.  It  could  not, 
therefore,  be  fairly  said,  that  this  property,  by  the  very  act  of  sale 
to  plaintiff,  was  converted  ^rom  his  use  and  to  the  use  of  defend- 
ant, which  is  necessary  to  maintain  this  action. 

2.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  Tracy  is  not  fully  detailed,  but  the 
excepting  party  is  bound  to  state  any  defect  in  the  case,  upon 
which  he  relies,  fully.  The  manner  of  Mr.  Tracy's  taking  min- 
utes, or  his  confidence  in  their  accuracy,  is  not  stated.  As  we  are 
bound  to  make  reasonable  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  proceed- 
ings below,  we  must  suppose  the  minutes  of  Mr.  Tracy  were  kept 
in  the  usual  mode,  that  is,  that  they  contained  the  substance  of  all 
the  testimony  of  the  witness,  in  the  very  words  of  the  witness,  and 
that  the  witness  knew  this  to  be  the  fact,  either  from  recoUectioD 
or  from  his  usual  mode  of  taking  minutes.  If  that  was  the  case, 
it  will  bring  the  minutes  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  cases  in 
this  State.    Marsh  v.  Jones,  21  Vt.  378. 

And  the  consideration,  that  the  witness  could  not  swear  from 
memory,  is  not,  at  present,  regarded  as  important.    All  that  is 
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.required  is,  that  the  witness  shall  be  able  to  state,  that  the  mem- 
orandam  is  correct.  He  may  then  read  it,  as  well  as  repeat  it 
The  certainty  of  its  contents  being  the  truth  is  not  affected  by 
that,  either  way.  Where  a  transaction  is  remote,  out  of  mind,  or 
consists  of  a  multiplicity  of  facts,  a  detail  of  dates,  sums,  &c,  or  a 
long  narrative,  like  the  testimony  of  a  witness,  where  certainty  is 
desirable,  nothing  could  be  satisfactory  but  minutes  made  at  the 
time.  Hence  the  old  rule,  that  the  witness  must  be  able  to  swear 
fixmi  memory,  is  now  pretty  much  exploded. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Sherwin  and  Salpaugh  v.  Rut.  &  Bub.  Rail  Road  Cow 
Contract  under  Seal,     Condition  Precedent, 

Wliere  the  plaintiff  contracted  under  seal  to  perform  certain  labor  npon  deflmd- 
ant*»  road,  5y  a  specified  time,  which  was  subseqaently  enlarged  hy  parol,  it  was 
hdi^ — that  plaintiff  *8  cannot  sne  in  coTenant 

A  contract  under  seal  cannot  be  varied  by  a  mere  parol  contract,  whether  in  wri- 
ting or  not,  since  such  a  contract  is  inferior  to  the  original  contract 

But  written  contracts  not  under  seal  may  be  varied ;  then  both  contracts,  being  of 
tile  same  grade,  the  whole  being  set  forth,  and  performance  alledged,  within  the 
enlarged  time,  assumpsit  will  lie.  So  too,  when  the  covenants  are  independent 
of  each  other,  one  may  maintain  an  action,  without  avering  performance  on  his 
part. 

In  a  contract  under  seal,  if  the  defendant  hinders  the  plaintiff  from  full  perform- 
ance of  a  ^condition  precedent,  or  if  he  expressly  waive  it,  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  he  is  estopped  from  insisting  upon  the  failure  of  plaintiff  in  his  defense; 

Action  for  a  breach  of  covenant,  in  three  counts.  To  the  first 
count  the  defendants  pleaded,  and  issues  were  joined.  To  the  sec- 
ond and  third  counts,  the  defendants  demurred. 

The  county  court,  December  Term,  1851, — Collamer,  J.,  pre- 
siding— ^rendered  judgment  that  the  second  and  third  counts  were 
Insufficient. 

Exceptions  by  plaintiffs. 
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The  second  count  presents  this  question : — If  one,  who  has  covt' 
nanted  to  perform  certain  work  hy  a  certain  time,  fail  to  perform 
hj  the  time  sttptUatedj  can  he  sustain  an  action  upon  the  covenant, 
by  proving,  that  the  ttme  for  performance  was  enlarged  hy  parol. 

The  third  count  presents  the  question,  whether  if  one,  who  has 
covenanted  to  perform  labor,  upon  a  railroad,  hy  a  time  specified, 
fail  to  perform  his  covenant  hy  the  time,  he  may  sustain  an  action 
upofi  the  covenant,  by  proving  that  after  the  time  had  expired,  be 
continued,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  Railroad  Co.,  to  perform  such 
labor  as  the  covenant  required,  and  received  directions  from  time 
to  time  in  reference  to  its  performance,  and  received  partial  pay- 
ments, and  that  he  did  complete,  ultimately,  the  whole  labor,  and 
that  the  work,  was  then  accepted  and  used  by  the  corporation.  A 
discontinuance  being  entered  as  to  the  first  count,  the  case  passed 
to  this  court  for  revision. 

Washburn  Sf  Marsh  for  plaintiffs. 

We  admit,  that  the  general  rule  has  been,  previous  to  the  case 
o£  Myrick  v.  Slason  et  al,,  19  Yt.  121,  that  if  one  covenant  to  do 
work  by  a  time  specified,  and  omit  to  perform  it  within  the  time, 
he  cannot  sustain  an  action  upon  the  covenant :  but  if,  afler  the 
time  limited,  he  still  proceed  with  the  work,  and  the  other  party 
encourage  him  in  so  doing,  or  by  parol  enlarge  the  time  of  per- 
formance, and  accept  the  work,  when  completed,  the  party  perform- 
ing the  labor  may  recover  upon  a  quantum  meruit.     Porter  et  oL 
V.  Stewart,  2  Aik.  417.     LitOe  et  al  v.  Holland,  3  T.  R,  590.— 
Brovm  v.  Goodman,  3  T.  R.  592.  (n).     Cook  v.  Jennings,  7  T.  R. 
38L    Heard  v.  Wadham,  1  East.  G19.    Phillips  v.  Rose,  8  Johns. 
393.   Freeman  v.  Adams,  9  Johns.  115.    Bum  v.  Miller,  4Tount 
745.     Creig  v.  Talbot,  2  B.  &  C.  179.     (9  E.  C.  L.  56.)     But 
we  submit,  that  the  case  of  Myrick  v.  Slason  et,  aL,  has  establish- 
ed a  different  rule ;  and  that  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  if  it 
appear,  that  the  party  has  performed  the  work,  both  parties  un- 
derstanding that  it  was  performed  under  the  contract,  a  recovery 
can  only  be  had  in  action  of  covenant,  although  the  contract  be  not 
performed   according  to  its  terms.     Whether  the  time,  within 
which  a  covenant  is  to  be  performed,  is  any  more  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  right  to  demand  payment,  than  the  manner  of  pcf* 
formance,  is  a  question,  which  perhaps  arises  in  this  case,  as  dis- 


MARCH  TERM,  1852.  848 

Sherwin  &  Salpaogfa  v.  But  and  BurL  R.  B.  Co. 

tinguishing  it  from  Myrick  y.  Skuon  et  oL,  and  which  we  submit 
to  the  detenninatioD  of  the  court. 

Tractfj  Converse  4*  Barrett  for  defendants. 

The  law  is  too  well  settled,  now  to  be  questioned,  that  in  the  ac- 
tioii  of  covenant  when  there  is  a  condition  precedent  to  be  perform- 
ed, such  precedent  condition  must  be  performed  and  avered  in  or- 
der to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  K  parties  enlarge  the  time 
or  make  any  other  alteration  in  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  no  re- 
eoverj  can  be  had  on  the  covenant  although  the  parol  agreement 
be  strictly  complied  with.  Porter  et,  aL  v.  Stewart,  2  Aik.  417, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

Bt  the  Coubt.  This  case  presents  the  naked'question,  wheth* 
er  the  plaintiff  having  contracted  under  seal  to  perform  certain 
labor  upon  the  defendant's  road,  by  a  specified  time,  which  was 
sabsequentlj  enlarged  by  parol,  can  sue  in  covenant.  The  case  of 
Porter  v.  Stewart,  2  Aiken  417,  expressly  decides,  that  he  cannot, 
and  that  case  has  never  been  questioned,  in  this  State,  although 
the  case  of  Little  v.  Holland,  upon  which  the  case  of  Porter  v. 
Stewart  is  professedly  based,  has  been  sometimes  doubted  else- 
where. But  although  resting  upon  the  merest  technicality,  it 
seems  to  us  sound.  It  goes  upon  the  ground,  that  performance, 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  time  stipulated,  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  any  right  of  action  on  his  part,  as,  in  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  performance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  en- 
tire consideration  for  the  defendants  covenant,  it  always  is.  And 
also  that  the  contract,  being  under  seal,  cannot  be  varied,  by  a  mere 
parol  contract,  whether  in  writing  or  not,  since  such  a  contract  is 
inferior  to  the  original  contract.  But  if  the  defendant  hinder  the 
plaintiff  from  full  performance  of  a  condition  precedent,  or  if  he 
expressly  waive  it,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  he  is  estopped  from 
insisting  upon  the  failure  of  plaintiff  in  his  defense ;  he  is  estop- 
ped in  the  one  case  by  his  own  wrong,  and  in  the  other  by  hie 
deed. 

This  rule  does  not  apply  to  written  contracts,  not  under  seal. — 
Then  both  contracts,  being  of  the  same  grade,  the  whole  being  set 
forth,  and  performance  alledged,  within  the  enlarged  time,  assump- 
sit will  lie.     So  too  where  the  covenants  are  independent  of  each 
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Other,  one  may  maintain  an  action  without  avering  performance 
on  his  part' 

But  in  a  case  like  the  present,  it  is  now  considered,  that  if  the 
party  chooses  to  sue  upon  the  contract  specially,  he  must  declare 
in  assumpsit,  treating  the  enlargement  as  having  incorporated  the 
original  terms  of  the  contract  into  itself,  and  so  all  resting  in  parol, 
Vicary  y.  Moarey  2  Watts  B.  451.  Chit,  on  Con.  113  and  notes. 
How  far  the  party  in  such  a  case  would  be  entitled  to  sue  in  a 
general  action,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider.  The  case  of  Myrick 
v.  Slcuon  et  oLj  19  Yt.  R.,  is  not  applicable  to  this  subject,  for 
many  reasons.  No  question  of  the  effect  of  the  subsequent  alter- 
ation of  the  contract  under  seal  is  there  made,  as  there  was  no  ev- 
idence of  any  such  thing.  The  plaintiff  there  claimed  to  recover 
in  book  account  for  an  atUmpt  to  perform  his  contract,  without  any 
waiver  or  alteration  of  the  contract,  and  where  all  he  had  done 
had  been  done  and  received  under  the  contract.  It  is  there  said 
the  plaintiff's  remedy  was  under  the  contract,  in  covenant  and  not 
on  book.  But  as  the  question  was  not  before  us,  we  did  not  in- 
tend to  decide  whether,  upon  the  facts  there  found,  the  plaintiff 
could  recover  in  any  form.  We  presume,  however,  that  after  the 
decision  then  made,  no  one  ever  supposed  he  could. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Rbdfield,  J.  My  own  views,  upon  the  subject  of  the  altera- 
tion of  contracts  under  seal,  are  fully  expressed  in  Lawrence  v. 
Dohy  11  Yt  R.,  549,  upon  more  examination  of  the  subject,  than 
is  now  in  my  power.  It  is  there  said,  ^'  Where  this  alteration  is 
^  in  regard  to  a  condition  precedent,  and  is  necessary  to  be  shown 
''by  the  party  afterwards  seeking  redress  upon  the  contract,  it  is 
^  required,  that  the  alteration  should  be  by  a  contract  of  as  high  a 
^  nature  as  the  original  contract ;  else  the  party  performing  the  al- 
^  tered  contract  will  lose  his  remedy,  i.  e.,  upon  the  original  oon- 
''  tract,  or  in  covenant"  The  rule  is  there  held  to  be  different, 
where  the  alteration  is  relied  upon  by  way  of  defense. 
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Chancery  will  not  relieve  against  a  judgment  rendered  against  one  as  trustee,  on 
the  ground  that  snch  trustee,  through  forgetfulness,  failed  to  attend  the  conrt 
rendering  such  judgment,  and  make  his  disclosure,  even  though  it  appear  that 
such  trustee  would  have  heen  discharged  upon  making  such  disclosure ;  when  no 
fraud  is  imputable  to  the  party  obtaining  such  judgment. 

Qi*ery.    Had  there  been  fraud  in  the  transaction,  would  equity  relieve,  while  the 
party  could  have  relief  by  AvdUa  Querela^  unless  brought  as  a  bill  of  discovery. 

Appeal  from  Chancery.  The  orator  set  forth  in  his  bill, 
that  the  defendant  sued  out  his  writ  of  attachment  against  Henry 
Rice  as  principal  defendant,  and  summoned  the  orator  as  the 
trustee  of  said  Rice,  which  was  made  returnable  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  on  the  second  Tuesday  in  April,  A.  D.  1848,  and 
was  duly  served  upon  the  said  Rice  and  the  orator ;  that  on  the 
return  day  of  said  writ,  the  orator,  through  forgetfulness,  neglect- 
ed to  attend  and  make  his  disclosure,  and  that  judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  him  by  default,  as  trustee  of  said  Rice,  for  $72,63 
damages  and  costs. 

That  about  three  hours  after  said  judgment  was  rendered  the 
orator's  agent,  on  being  told  that  said  judgment  had  been  rendered, 
applied  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  requested  him  to  have 
said  default  struck  off,  and  offered  to  pay  all  costs  and  trouble,  if 
he  would  do  so,  but  he  declined.  Also,  alledging  that  the  defend-  ^ 
ant  had  taken  out  an  execution  on  said  judgment,  and  collected 
the  amount  thereof  of  the  orator,  and  that  he  was  not  the  trustee 
of  said  Rice. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  was,  that  the  defendant  should  be  decreed 
to  refund  the  amount  collected  on  said  execution,  and  for  general 
relief. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  made  answer,  and  the  orator  filed  a 
replication,  and  testimony  was  taken  and  the  cause  was  heard  by 
Col  LAMER,  chancellor,  who  dismissed  the  orator's  bill,  and  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  therefrom. 

JL  JS,  Stoughton  for  the  orator. 

It  has  been  decided,  Denison  v.  True,  22  Vt  42,  that  a  trus- 
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tee  has  no  remedy  bj  petition  under  the  ^  fraud,  accident  and 
mistake  act ;"  the  orator  cannot,  therefore,  have  relief  in  that  way. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  decided,  that  a  trustee  is  not  a  party  tD 
the  suit.  Huntington  v.  TV.  of  Spooner,  3  Vt.  515.  And  5 
Vt.  186.  BaxUr  v.  Vincent,  6  Vt  614.  JSarl  v.  Leland,  14  Vt. 
828. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  adjudication  of  a  court,  as  to  the  funds 
in  a  trustees  hands,  is  not  a  judgment.  Comp.  Stat.  259,  §  27  to 
35  inclusive.  The  determination  is  not  a  judgment,  but  a  mere 
inquest.  Aldis  v.  BuUj  1  Dan. Chip.  309.  Emerson  et  al.  v.  Paine j 
9  Vt.  271. 

It  turns  out  that  the  orator  had  no  funds  in  his  hands,  and  that 
the  defendant  has  satisfied  his  judgment  against  his  debtor,  out  of 
the  orator's  property,  and  a  decree  that  he  refund  it  would  leave 
the  judgment  in  full  force  against  Rice. 

Suppose  the  adjudication  of  the  justice  is  to  be  treated  as  a 
judgment,  still  the  orator  is  entitled  to  relief.  Cram  v.  Hawktj  1 
Root  468.  Woolcot  v.  Day,  2  Root  62.  Draffoucid  v.  Donaldj 
2  H.  &  M.  10.  Countess  of  S.  v.  Gifford,  2  P.  Williams  424. 
Emerson  v.  UdaU,  13  Vt.  477. 

L,  Adams  for  defendant. 

The  authorities  are  numerous  and  decisive  against  the  present 
application.  Essex  Co.  \,  Berry,  2  Vt.  161.  Fletcher  v.  Warren^ 
18  Vt.  45.  Bamet  v.  Pas.  Turnpike  Co.  15  Vt.  757.  Dennisan 
V.  True,  22  Vt.  42.  //w.  Co.  v.  Hodgden,  2  U.  S.  Con.  R.  Kin- 
ne's  Law  Com.  April,  1849,  107. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  general  object  of  this  bill  is  to  obtain  a  decree 
for  the  re-payment  of  money  collected  by  the  defendant  of  the 
orator,  on  an  execution  issued  on  judgment  against  him,  as  trustee 
of  one  Rice. 

From  the  evidence  which  has  been  read  in  the  case,  we  think  it 
more  than  probable,  that  if  there  had  been  a  hearing  on  a  disdo- 
sure,  the  person  summoned  as  trustee  would  have  been  entitled  to 
a  discharge,  as  not  having  effects  in  his  hands  ;  yet  the  conviction 
would  be  more  full  and  perfect,  if  a  disclosure  had  been.  made. 
The  last  settlement  between  Warner  and  Rice  was  made  Februa- 
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rj  14,  1848,  but  it  was  then  understood  not  to  be  a  settlement  of 
all  matters  between  them.  Rice  having  soon  afler  left  the  coun- 
try, Warner  carried  on  to  his  books  a  full  statement  of  the  account 
and  credit,  leaving  a  small  balance  due  to  Rice.  How  much-  that 
might  have  been  increased,  if  at  all,  had  Rice  remained  and  settled 
the  account,  is  of  course  a  matter  of  conjecture. 

The  orator  seeks  relief  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  against 
him  as  trustee,  was  obtained  by  ^  fraud,  accident  or  mistake." 

In  the  case  of  Denison  v.  True,  22  Yt.  Rep.  42,  it  was  held  by 
this  court,  that  a  trustee  could  not  maintain  a  petition  under  the 
statute,  to  the  county  court,  to  have  a  judgment  against  him  vaca- 
ted on  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by  ^^  fraud,  accident  or  mis- 
take," as  he  could  not  be  considered  a  party  to  the  suit ;  and  for 
this  reason,  the  orator  now  seeks  relief  under  the  general  powers 
of  a  court  of  chancery.  From  the  testimony  in  the  case,  it  is  very 
evident  that  the  defendant  is  entirely  free  from  any  imputation  of 
fraud  or  impropriety  of  conduct,  in  obtaining  the  judgment  com- 
plained of.  He  commenced  his  suit  in  due  form,  and  in  the  ob- 
servance of  all  legal  requirements  on  his  part,  prosecuted  the  same 
to  judgment,  execution  and  satisfaction. 

The  orator  has,  however,  been  deprived  of  a  hearing  in  the 
case,  which  doubtless  he  intended  and  desired  to  have.  But  it  is 
equally  evident,  that  this  difficulty  has  arisen  from  his  own  neglect, 
or  the  pure  forgetfulness  of  his  agent,  to  whom  this  lii.<.uetis  was 
intrusted. 

We  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  interfere  in  this  case,  with  the  pro- 
ceedings at  law,  upon  the  suggestion  that  the  orator  had  not  per- 
sonal notice  of  the  suit  before  judgment.  He  has  not  himself  de- 
nied it  under  oath  by  swearing  to  his  bill,  and  his  agent  Nicholson, 
says  he  might  have  mentioned  the  fact  to  him,  but  thinks  not. 
The  process,  however,  was  returned,  with  a  legal  return  thereon, 
that  personal  service  was  made.  This  justified  the  defendant  in 
proceeding  to  his  judgment,  and  as  between  the  parties,  we  must 
regard  that  fact  as  found  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law.  The  case 
then  presents  the  single  inquiry,  will  a  court  of  chancery  vacate  a 
judgment  at  law,  or  order  the  money  collected  thereon  to  be  re- 
funded, on  the  ground  that  the  party  or  his  agent  neglected  to  at- 
tend the  court,  and  suffered  judgment  to  pass  by  default,  through 
their  forgetfulness  of  the  suit,  or  the  day  and  time  of  holding  the 
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court,  and  whether  such  a  circumstance  is  an  accident  or  mistake 
from  which  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve.  The  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject, which  have  been  decided  in  this  State,  must  be  considered  as 
conclusive  in  this. 

In  JSssex  v.  Berry ,  2  Vt.  Rep.  161,  where  a  judgment  was  ob- 
tained by  default,  in  consequence  of  a  letter  sent  by  mail  to  their 
attorney  not  having  been  received  in  season,  it  was  held,  that  that 
circumstance  was  not  such  an  cu^cident  as  would  warrant  a  court 
of  equity  to  interfere,  as  common  prudence  would  have  guarded 
against  that  event,  by  sending  an  agent.  Equally  so  in  this  case. 
If  the  orator  or  his  clerk  had  seasonably  employed  an  agent  or  at- 
torney, as  he  testifies  he  designed  to  do,  there  would  have  been 
the  exercise  of  better  and  greater  prudence  ;  and  in  that  case,  the 
court  adopt  the  language  of  Lord  Redesdale  in  Bateman  y.  Wil' 
loe,  1  Sch.  &  Lef. — "  That  a  bill  for  a  new  trial  is  watched  with 
extreme  jealousy  ;"  and  also  the  language  of  Grose,  J.,  in  Mar^ 
riot  V.  ffampton,  7  Tenn.  Rep.  269.  ''  That  it  would  tend  to  en- 
"  courage  the  greatest  negligence,  if  the  door  were  to  be  opened 
"  to  parties,  to  try  their  causes  again,  because  they  were  not  prop- 
"  erly  prepared  at  first ;"  so  in  the  case  of  Fletcher  v.  Warren,  18 
Yt.  Rep.  45,  the  court  say,  that  a  judgment  at  law  may  have 
worked  injustice  between  the  parties,  is  not  of  itself  enough  to  au- 
thorise a  court  of  equity  to  relieve  against  it.  It  is  necessary  that 
a  party  not  only  should  have  had  a  good  defense,  but  it  must  ap- 
appear  that  he  has  heenmnable  to  avail  himself  of  it  through  the 
fraud  or  wrongful  act  of  his  opponent ;  mere  accident  or  mistake, 
on  his  own  part,  is  to  be  accounted  as  his  misfortune,  not  as  im- 
puting a  wrong  to  the  other  party.  Justice  Story,  Eq.  Juris.  119 
Sec.  105,  under  the  head  of  accident,  speaking  of  the  powers  of  a 
court  of  chancery,  says  "  That  a  party  coming  into  a  court  of 
^'  equity  is  bound  to  show  that  his  title  to  relief  is  unmixed  with 
'^  any  gross  misconduct  or  negligence  of  himself,  or  his  agents." 
The  orator  seeks  to  avoid  the  force  of  these  decisions,  in  courts  of 
equity,  by  distinguishing  between  a  judgment  in  a  common  law 
suit,  and  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  trustee  process  against  the 
trustee,  not  regarding  the  latter  as  a  regular  judgment.  It  is  true 
that  the  principal  debtor  has  rights  under  our  statutes,  which  can- 
not be  enjoyed  by  the  trustee.  But  the  judgment  against  the 
trustee  is  as  much  a  matter  of  record,  and  the  adjudication  is  as 
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condnsive  against  him,  as  any  judgment  rendered  at  law,  and  the 
final  process  of  execution  issues  on  the  judgment,  as  in  other  cases. 
We  entertain  no  doubt,  that  the  principles  which  forbid  a  court  of 
chancery  to  relieve  in  one  case,  must  equally  forbid  such  relief  in 
the  other. 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed. 


Joseph  Bowman  v.  The  Town  op  Babnabd. 

Constables.     Selectmen  to  require  Bonds.     Tovms  lidtle  for  neg- 
lectj  before  bonds  are  required.     Evidence. 

A  Constable  derives  his  official  powers,  firom  his  election  and  the  statute  defining 
his  powers,  and  he  is  not  required  to  give  bonds,  until  the  selectmen  of  the  town 
specify  the  amount,  name  the  securities  and  request  the  due  execution  of  the 
bonds,  and  he  can  execute  the  duties  of  the  office,  until  these  steps  are  taken, 
and  the  request  is  made;  hence,  he  is  authorized  to  make  an  attachment,  and 
the  town  is  responsible  for  his  neglect  to  deliver  property,  thus  attached,  on  the 
execution  when  demanded. 

Property  attached  on  mesne  process,  is  by  statute  held  to  respond  the  judgment, 
and  the  officer  is  entitled  to  the  custody  and  possession  of  the  same;  therefore, 
in  a  suit,  against  the  town,  for  the  neglect  of  the  constable,  so  to  hold  the  prop- 
erty, it  is  not  competent,  for  the  town  in  mitigation  of  damages,  to  show  **  that 
the  creditor  may,  still,  by  a  new  process  or  neit  execution,  obtain  satisfaction  of 
his  debt,"  for  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  specific  property  at- 
tached until  his  judgment  and  execution  is  satisfied. 

Tbespass  on  the  Case,  for  the  official  default  of  Lucius  Free- 
man, constable  of  the  town  of  Barnard,  in  not  keeping  certain 
pearlash,  attached  hj  him  upon  a  writ  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  Joseph  B.  Danforth  and  Moses  Montague. 

Plea,  the  general  issue  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  original  writ  in  his 
favor,  against  Danforth  and  Montague,  and  the  officers  return 
thereon.  The  writ  bore  date,  March  twenty-second,  1848,  and  it 
appeared  from  the  return,  which  was  signed  by  Lucius  Freeman, 
as  constable,  that  it  was  served  March  twenty-second,  A.  D.  1848, 
by  attaching  thirteen  barrels  of  pearlash,  as  the  property  of  the 
defendants  therein. 
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It  was  conceded,  that  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  that  suit,  as  alledged  in  the  declaration. 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence  the  execution,  in  that  suit^  da* 
ted  June  18, 1849,  with  an  indorsement  thereon,  that  it  was  receiv- 
ed bj  Hiram  Aikens,  constable,  July  11,  1849,  and  an  indorse- 
ment oi  nulla  bona  August  16,  1849.  The  plaintiff  also  proved, 
that  Lucius  Freeman  was  elected  constable  of  Barnard,  at  a  legal 
town  meeting,  duly  warned,  and  held  March  7,  1848. 

Hiram  Aikens,  the  constable  to  whom  the  execution  was  deliv- 
ered, testified,  that,  on  the  12th  day  of  July,  1849,  he  demanded 
of  Freeman,  the  pearlash  attached  on  the  original  writ ;  Aikens 
then  holding  the  execution  above  described — and  that  it  was  not 
delivered  to  him.  And  it  was  further  proved  that  said  pearlash 
was  of  much  greater  value  than  the  amount  of  said  execution. 

The  defendants  then  offered  to  prove,  that  Lucius  Freeman, 
who  was  elected  constable,  March. 7th,  1848,  did  not  give  a  bond, 
as  constable,  until  after  he  had  made  service  of  the  writ  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  as  above  stated,  and  that  the  plaintiff  upon  deliv- 
ering that  writ  to  Freeman,  knowing  that  he  had  not  given  a  bond 
as  constable,  took  from  Freeman  a  writing,  that  he  would  faithful- 
ly perform  his  duty  as  constable,  in  relation  to  this  attachment, 
and  answer  for  all  neglect.  To  this  testimony  the  plaintiff  object- 
ed, and  it  was  excluded  by  the  court.  To  which  decision  the  de- 
fendants excepted. 

The  defendants  then  g^e  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  dur- 
ing all  the  time,  from  July  11th,  1849,  to  February  or  March, 
1850,  Joseph  B.  Danforth,  the  execution  debtor  above  named,  was 
possessed  in  his  own  right  of  attachable  personal  property,  such 
as  horses,  cattle,  &c.,  to  an  amount  exceeding  four  hundred  dol- 
lars, and  more  than  sufficient  to  have  secured  and  paid  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  this  plaintiff;  that  all  this  was  well  known  to  the 
plaintiff  and  his  agent ;  and  that  afler  the  constable  Aikens  had 
demanded  the  pearlash  of  Freeman,  July  12th,  1849,  as  above  sta- 
ted, Aikens  called  upon  the  plaintiff  and  his  agent  for  instructions, 
in  reference  to  doing  any  thing  further  with  the  execution,  and 
that  they  gave  him  no  instructions  to  attach  property,  and  there- 
upon the  return  of  nuUa  bona  was  made  as  above  stated,  and  no 
further  steps  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff  towards  securing  the  said 
judgment.    The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury^ 
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that  they  were  entitled  to  consider  this  testimony,  in  mitigation  of 
damages ; — that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  in  this  suit  the  full 
amount  of  his  judgment  against  Danforth  and  Montague,  if  by  or- 
dinary diligence  on  his  part,  he  might  have  collected  the  whole 
amount  of  his  judgment  from  Danforth,  as  the  testimony  tended  to 
prove;  that  if  they  found  that  Danforth,  on  the  11th  day  of  July, 
1849,  and  from  thence  all  the  time  until  Feb.,  1850,  was  possessed 
of  personal  property  in  his  own  right,  to  an  amount  which  the  tes- 
timony on  the  part  of  the  defendants  tended  to  prove — and  more 
than  sufficient  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  judgment  above  described, 
and  this  was  well  known  to  the  plaintiff,  but  he  wholly  neglected 
to  cause  his  execution  to  be  levied  thereon,  or  in  any  manner  to 
eoUect  the  same  from  said  property,  he  could  recover  no  more  than 
nominal  damages  in  this  suit. 

But  the  court  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  full  amount  of  his  judgment  against  Danforth  and  Mon- 
tague, above  described. 

To  which  the  defendants  excepted. 

Washhum  Sf  Marsh  for  defendants. 

1.  Until  Freeman  gave  the  bond  required  by  statute,  he  was 
not  constable  de  facto,  even  so  as  to  render  the  town  Responsible 
ibr  his  defaults  in  reference  to  business  intrusted  to  him  by  one 
certainly  knowing  the  facts.     Comp.  St.  116  §  27. 

In  this  respect,  the  authority  of  a  constable  differs  from'  that  of 
a  deputy  sheriff.  The  deputy  sheriff  is  vested  with  power  to  act 
by  his  deputation ;  and  it  is  optional  with  the  sheriff,  whether  to 
require  a  bond  or  not.     Comp.  St.  97  §  §  5,  6. 

It  is  not,  then,  a  case  within  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  Ferris 
V.  Smith,  Chittenden  Co.,  Dec.  term,  1851,  where  the  right  to  act 
vests  from  the  moment  of  election ;  but  it  is  precisely  analogous 
to  the  class  of  cases  recognized  in  that  case, — where  the  right 
rests  upon  compliance  with  the  statute  requisites. 

2.  The  testimony  offered  by  the  defendants  further  tended  to 
prove,  that  the  plaintiff  acted  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
and  that,  when  he  delivered  the  writ  to  Freeman  for  service,  he 
required,  and  received  from  Freeman  a  written  obligation  thai  he 
tcoiUd  faiihfvUy  perform  his  duty  as  constable,  in  relation  to  the 
aUachmenty  and  would  answer  for  all  neglect.    This  was  a  direct 
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recognition  of  the  absence  of  liability  on  the  part  of  the  town,  and 
an  acceptance  of  a  personal  liability,  merely  on  the  part  of  Free- 
man. 

Even  if  the  liability  of  the  town  existed,  it  was  competent  for 
plaintiff  to  waive  that  liability,  and  rely  upon  the  personal  obliga- 
tion of  Freeman.  This  being  a  question  of  intent,  is  to  be  deter- 
mined from  a  consideration  of  the  acts  of  the  parties ;  and  the  tes- 
timony excluded  was  legitimate  evidence  upon  this  point  Wheth- 
er this  was  the  intent  of  the  plaintiff,  or  whether  he  intended  to  re- 
ceive a  cumulative  security  merely,  is  not  an  inference  of  law, 
but  of  fact ;  and  any  testimony  is  admissible,  which  has  any  tend- 
ency to  prove  the  fact. 

3.  The  jury  should  have  considered,  in  mitigation  of  damages, 
the  facts  proved  in  reference  to  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  to  levy 
his  execution  upon  the  property  of  the  debtors — although  he  might 
have  done  so.  He  could  at  any  time,  within  seven  months,  have 
secured  the  amount  of  his  judgment  against  them. 

The  action  is  case,  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  officer^s 
misconduct, — leaving  to  the  plaintiff  still  the  right  to  recover  his 
debt  against  the  original  debtor ;  and  the  defendants  have  at  com- 
mon law,  the  right  to  give  in  evidence  all  facts,  tending  to  show 
what  damage  the  plaintiff  really  sustained.  Bouncifous  v.  Walker, 
2  T.  R.  126.  Treas.  of  Vt.  v.  Weeks,  4  Vt  223.  Kidd^  v.  .ftw- 
her,  18  Vt.  454.     Ives  v.  Strong,  19  Vt.  546. 

The  case,  in  this  respect,  should  be  governed  by  the  same  role 
of  law,  as  applied  in  determining  in  an  action  upon  a  recognizance 
for  an  appeal,  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  intervening 
damages.  In  that  case,  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  chance  of  ob- 
taining payment  of  his  debt  by  pursuing  any  other  remedy,  is  to 
be  considered  in  mitigation  of  damages.  Holmes  v.  Woodruff,  20 
Vt.  97. 

The  whole  case  stands  thus : — ^the  plaintiff  delivered  his  execu- 
tion to  Freeman  at  a  time  when  he  knew  that  Freeman  had  not 
executed  the  bond  required  by  statute — he  received  from  Free- 
man his  personal  obligation,  to  perform  faithfully  his  duties — and 
he  omitted  wholly  to  collect  his  debt  from  the  debtors,  when  he 
might  have  done  so.  Neither  considerations  of  equity,  or  law, 
entitle  him  to  recover. 

Tracy,  Converse  Sf  Barrett  for  plaintiff. 
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1.  Towns  are  liable  in  the  first  instance  for  the  defaults  of  their 
constable.  McGregor  v.  WcUden,  14  Vt.  450.  Bramble  v.  Poult' 
ney,  11  Vt  208. 

Towns  are  liable  for  all  such  clef  auks  and  neglects  as  would  make 
the  constable  liable.     Rev.  Stat.  89,  §  27. 

Freeman  was  constable,  de  facto ^  before  giving  bonds,  and  what- 
ever he  did  as  an  officer  defacto^  is  good  and  binding  on  the  pub- 
lic, and  on  every  one  who  may  be  party  to  any  proceeding,  or  in- 
terested in  any  official  act  of  his. 

The  bond  was  for  the  security  and  indemnity  of  the  town,  and 
for  them  alone.  No  one  but  the  town  could  maintain  a  suit  on 
the  bond.  Middlehury  y.  Nixon,  1  Vt.  232.  The  town  might 
therefore  dispense  with  it  altogether,  and  no  one  could  interfere  or 
ccHnplain. 

The  giving  of  a  bond  was  not  necessary  to  constitute  him  con- 
stable, unless  the  town  chose  to  vacate  the  office  by  appointing  an- 
other for  that  reason.  Nason  v.  Dillingham,  15  Mass.  170^ — 
Auh  et  aLx.  Collins,  7  Johns.  R.  549.  Buckman  v.  Buggies,  15 
Mass.  181.  Marburg  v.  Madison,  1  Cranch  R.  138.  Craig  v, 
Norfwrk,  1  Mod.  122.  Hale  v.  Cushing,  2  Greenl.  R.  218.  Jones 
V.  Gibson,  1  N.  H.  266.  McGregor  v.  Batch,  14  Vt.  428, 
%  If  the  constable  however,  was  only  one  de  facto,  and  not  one  de 
jure,  until  he  gave  a  bond,  the  town  should  be  held  liable  for  his 
official  delinquencies.  It  was  their  fault  that  he  was  so.  Free- 
man himself  could  not  escape  liability  on  that  ground,  neither  can 
the  town.    Johnston  v.  Wilson.  2  N.  H.  202. 

Freeman,  after  serving  the  writ,  did  give  bonds,  and  it  is  to  be  in- 
ferred they  were  such  as  the  law  requires,  and  that  the  bond  cov- 
ered the  whole  year,  and  all  defaults  and  neglects,  whether  hap- 
pening before  or  after  giving  the  bond.  Colgate  et  al.  v.  HiU,  20 
Vt  56.     Fletcher  v.  Austin  et  al.,  11  Vt  447. 

2.  The  fact,  that  the  plaintiff  took  a  writing  from  the  constable, 
that  he  would  faithfully  perform  his  duty  as  constable,  could  not 
alter  the  case.  It  was  just  what  the  law  imposed  without  the  wri- 
ting, and  in  no  sense  altered  the  liability  of  the  constable  or  the 
town.  J£  it  did  impose  an  additional  liability  on  the  constable,  how 
could  that  affect  the  ordinary  liability  of  the  town  ? 

3.  That  Danforth  had  property,  can  make  no  difference.  The 
property,  attached  on  the  writ,  was  that  with  which  the  judgment 


860  WINDSOR  COUNTY. 


Bowman  v.  Bornanl. 

was  to  be  satisfied.  It  is  to^  be  presumed  the  constable  had  the 
property  in  his  hands,  and  if  he  had  not,  he  is  liable  to  account  for 
it.  And  the  statute  provides  that  the  property  attached,  shall  be 
held  to  respond  to  the  judgment.  Rev.  Stat  182,  §  19;  also  p. 
179  §  2;  p.  181  §  16.     Bacon  v.  Lincoln,  2  Gush.  124. 

The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  pursue  the  property  attached,  and  it 
is  his  duty  to  do  so.  He  is  under  no  obligation  to  pursue  other 
property.     Ladd  v.  Mvnt,  4  Mass.  402.     1  Swift's  Dig.  798. 

Where  property  attached  is  receipted,  and  is  suffered  to  go  bade 
into  the  hands  of  the  debtor,  the  liability  of  the  receiptor,  de- 
pends upon  the  liability  of  the  officer.  Lowry  v.  Stevens  et  aLj  6 
Vt.  113.  Allen  v.  Butkr  et  al.,  9  Vt.  122.  Lowry  v.  Cody  et  aL 
4  Vt.  504.  Spencer  v.  Williams,  2  Vt  209.  Allen  v.  Carty,  19 
Vt  65.  "  The  attachment  makes  the  officer  liable  at  all  events 
"  for  the  value  of  the  property  attached,  providing  the  plaintiff  is 
^  diligent  in  obtaining  a  judgment  and  execution,  and  delivering 
'^  the  latter  to  the  officer.     Phillips  v.  Bridge,  11  Mass.  242. 

If  an  officer  attach  property,  and  fails  to  satisfy  execution  that  is 
seasonably  put  into  his  hands,  his  liability  is  the  amount  of  the  ex- 
ecution and  interest.  Sanbum  v.  Emerson  12  N.  H.  57.  MaxfiM 
V.  Scott,  17  Vt.  634.     Fairfield  v.  Baldwin,  12  Pick.  R.  888. 

The  fact,  that  the  debtor  is  solvent,  is  not  admissible  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages,  in  a  suit  against  sheriff  for  the  property  attached. 
7)fler  v.  Ulmer,  12  Mass.  163.  Nor  can  a  deduction  be  made  for 
expense,  that  might  have  been  incurred  in  keeping  the  pn^erty. 
Biggins  v.  Kendrick,  14  Maine  R.  83. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  object  of  this  suit,  is  to  recover  damages  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  have  sustained  by  the  neglect  of  one  Ludns 
Freeman,  elected  as  constable  of  that  town  on  the  7th  of  March, 
1848. 

We  learn  from  the  case,  that  a  writ  was  issued  by  the  plaintiff 
against  J.  B.  Danforth  and  others,  on  which  a  quantity  of  pearl- 
ash  was  attached  by  Freeman,  as  constable.  It  is  not  disputed  in 
the  case,  but  that  a  judgment  was  duly  rendered  in  the  suit  upon 
which  the  attachment  was  made.  That  the  property  attached, 
was  duly  charged  on  the  execution,  and  that  Freeman  by  whom 
the  attachment  was  made,  neglcfted  to  deliver  the  property  to  re- 
spond the  judgment  recovered. 
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Neither  is  it  disputed  but  that  Freeman  was  duly  elected  con- 
stable of  the  town,  and  that  in  every  respect  he  has  conformed  to 
the  requirements  of  law,  except  that  no  bond  had  been  given  by 
him,  as  constable,  to  the  town  until  after  the  service  of  this  writ. 
And  it  is  claimed  on  the  pcurt  of  the  defense,  that  no  legal  attach- 
ment of  this  property  was  made,  and  that  the  town  cannot  be  held 
responsible  therefor^  nor  for  any  act  of  his  as  constable,  until  after 
the  bond  was  executed*  This  objection  proceeds  upon  the  ground, 
that  until  the  execution  of  the  bond,  he  is  not  clothed  with  any 
official  authority  or  power.  And  that  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  bond  is  a  pre-requisite  as  necessary  and  essential  to  give  va- 
lidity to  his  acts,  as  his  election  by  the  freemen  of  the  town. 

The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  towns,  annually  to  elect 
their  constables ;  and  when  elected,  within  their  territorial  juris- 
diction, there  is  given  them  the  same  powers  that  are  vested  in 
sheriffs  in  their  respective  counties.  The  27th  and  28th  Sects,  of 
the  Comp.  Stat.,  p.  116,  contain  the  specific  provisions  upon  which 
the  questions  in  this  case  are  presented,  and  provide  that  the  sev- 
eral constables,  before  they  enter  upon  the  duties  of  their  office, 
shall  give  bonds  to  the  town,  in  such  sums  and  with  such  sureties 
as  the  selectmen  may  require.  And  if  he  shall  refuse  to  give  such 
bond,  his  office  shall  be  considered  vacant.  It  will  at  once  be  per- 
ceived that  ample  power  is  given  to  the  towns  to  protect  them- 
selves in  their  liability,  by  requiring  at  once  the  execution  of  the 
bond,  and  rendering  him  incapable  of  entering  upon  the  duties  of 
the  office,  in  case  of  his  refusal.  In  such  an  event  they  are  au- 
thorized to  consider  the  office  as  vacant,  and  proceed  to  another 
appointment— or,  if  the  request  for  the  execution  of  the  bond  is 
delayed,  it  may  be  made  at  any  time  during  the  year,  with  the 
same  consequences. 

But  it  is  not  in  their  power  to  vacate  the  office  or  treat  it  as  va- 
cated, or  suspend  the  constable  in  the  discharge  of  his  official  du- 
ties, until  he  is  placed  in  fault,  by  a  refusal  to  execute  the  bonds. 

It  is  evident  from  the  various  provisions  of  the  statute,  that  the 
bond  when  given,  stands  as  a  security,  or  indemnity  for  the  town, 
and  for  their  specific  use  and  benefit  only.  And  like  other  mat- 
ters given  as  personal  benefits  and  rights,  may  be  insisted  upon, 
or  waived,  at  the  option  of  those  to  whom  the  right  or  benefit  is 
given.  So  long  as  the  selectmen  neglect  to  require  the  execution 
xxiY.  24 


362  WINDSOR  COUNTY. 

Bowman  r.  Barnard. 

of  the  bond,  for  that  period,  it  must  be  considered  as  a  waiver  of 
their  right,  and  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  its  execution  by 
the  constable  until  requested,  and  the  constable  not  having  refu- 
sed to  give  bonds,  and  his  office  not  having  been  vacated  by  any  act 
of  the  selectmen,  he  properly  can  exercise  the  duties  of  that  office^ 
until  rendered  vacant  by  a  request  and  refusal  to  execute  them. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  quite  specific  and  definite. — 
The  constable  derives  his  official  authority  from  his  election,  and 
the  statute  defining  bis  powers.  And  he  is  not  required  to  give 
bonds,  until  certain  preliminary  steps  are  first  taken  by  the  select- 
men of  the  town ;  they  arc  to  specify  the  amount  for  which  the 
bond  is  to  be  given,  name  the  securities  required,  and  request  its 
due  execution.  Until  these  steps  are  taken,  it  is  impossible  for 
the  constable  to  execute  the  bond,  and  as  it  cannot  be  given  in  con- 
sequence of  the  neglect  or  waiver  of  the  matter  by  the  selectmen, 
the  officer  can  well  execute  the  duties  of  the  office,  until  those 
steps  are  taken  and  the  request  is  made,  and  he  stands  in  the  same 
light,  he  would  stand,  if  the  bond  was  not  required  by  the  statute, 
for  he  is  not,  until  those  preliminary  steps  have  been  taken,  under 
its  operation.  To  give  the  act  a  different  construction,  would 
put  it  in  the  power  of  the  selectmen  to  deprive  him  of  the  bene- 
fits of  the  office,  and  virtually  vacate  the  appointment,  though 
he  has  never  refused  to  give  the  bonds,  but  on  the  contrary  has 
ever  been  ready  and  willing  to  execute  them. 

We  think,  therefore,  in  this  case,  that  the  officer  was  authorized 
to  make  the  attachment,  and  that  the  town  is  responsible  for  his 
neglect  to  deliver  the  property  on  the  execution  when  demanded. 

The  evidence  offered  in  mitigation  of  damages  we  think,  also, 
was  properly  rejected.  The  Stat.,  p.  253  §  83,  provides  that  per- 
sonal property  attached  on  mesne  process,  shall  be  held  to  respond 
the  judgment,  and  for  that  purpose,  the  officer  is  entitled  to  the 
custody  and  possession  of  the  same.  And  against  that  specific 
property,  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  proceed  until  his  judgment 
and  execution  is  satisfied.  The  case  of  Tyler  v.  (Timer,  12  Mass. 
R.  163,  is  decisive  on  this  question. 

In  that  case,  the  court  say  that  "  it  would  be  extremely  mischicv- 
"ous  to  permit  an  officer  to  excuse  himself,  or  even  to  alleviate 
"  the  damages,  consequent  upon  a  wilful  neglect  of  duty,  by  show- 
^*  ing  that  the  creditor  may  still,  by  a  new  process,  or  new  execu- 
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**  tion,  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  debt."    The  result  is,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 


Charles  P.  Marsh  v.  Nathan  and  Joshua  Davis. 

Assumpsit.     Evidence.     Disdosture  of  trustee.  ^  Judgment, 

If  A.  canse  a  note  payable  to  him,  to  be  transferred  and  made  payable  to  B.,  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  the  same  oat  of  the  reach  of  the  trustee  process,  it  would 
be  fraudulent,  as  to  the  creditor  A. ;  and  the  maker  of  the  note  could  properly  be 
adjudged  trustee  of  A.,  so  long,  at  least,  as  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  A.  or  B. 
or  of  any  other  person  cognizant  of,  and  privy  to,  such  fraudulent  intent. 

The  declarations  and  conversations  of  A.  and  the  maker  of  the  note,  in  relation  to 
the  transfer,  if  a  continuing  negotiation,  and  said  between  the  parties  daring  the 
arrangement,  are  admissible,  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

But  if  such  transfer  was  for  the  benefit  of  B.,  as  a  particular  creditor  of  A.,  and  a 
preference  merely,  among  his  creditors,  it  is  not  fraudulent. 

Testimony  to  rebut  the  inference  of  fraud  arising  fixHU  the  negotiation  and  trans- 
fer of  the  note,  is  admissible. 

If  a  trustee  makes  but  a  partial  disclosure,  without  giving  a  full  statement  of  all 
the  facts,  as  well  those  that  would  operate  to  his  discharge,  as  those  which 
would  charge  him  as  trustee,  the  judgment  will  furnish  him  no  protection ;  the 
trustee,  from  his  relation  to  the  payee  of  thenote,  as  well  as  for  his  own  security, 
should  notify  the  payee  of  the  note  of  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings. 

And  if  the  payee  and  his  assignee  are  neither  made  a  party  to  the  trustee  proceed- 
ing, and  both  remain  ignorant  during  the  whole  proceeding  of  that  suit,  they  will 
not  be  bound  by  the  judgment. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note.     Plea,  the  general  issue, 
and  trial  by  jury- 
On  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  note  declared  upon 
and  rested. 

The  defendants  then  called  Rufus  Davis,  who  testified  that  the 
defendant  Nathan  Davis,  in  July,  1850,  met  one  Daniel  Aikens  in 
the  road,  about  three  and  a  half  miles  from  the  residence  of  the 
defendant,  ancj  spoke  to  hira  about  a  note,  which  he,  Daniel  Ai- 
kens, then  held  against  said  defendant,  and  asked  defendant  if  he 
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could  pay  it ;  that  defendant  replied  tbat  he  could  not  paj  it  then, 
but  urould  make  it  out  shortly ;  that  Aikens  then  said  he  wanted 
defendant  to  write  a  new  note,  running  to  his  brother,  Hiram  Ai* 
kens,  and  said  he  was  afraid  defendant  would  be  trusteed  on  the 
notCyOr  the  note  which  said  Daniel  then  held  ;  that  defendant  told 
him  he  would  write  a  new  note  for  thirty  dollars,  and  that  defend- 
ant asked  Daniel  if  he  wanted  to  have  the  note  signed  by  Joshaa 
Davis ;  that  Daniel  replied,  he  might  do  as  he  pleased,  that  his 
name  was  on  the  old  note ;  that  said  Daniel  further  said,  that  he 
should  be  over  in  a  few  days  and  bring  the  old  note  and  take  the ' 
new  note ;  witness  further  testified,  that  defendant  Nathan  Dayis 
thereupon  went  home  and  wrote  the  note  now  in  suit,  and  the  de- 
fendants signed  it,  Daniel  Aikens  not  then  being  present.     To  the 
admission  of  all  which  evidence,  plaintiff  objected.     The  objection 
was  overruled,  to  which  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  defendant  then  called  Hiram  Aikens,  who  testified  that  he 
did  not  receive  the  note  from  the  defendants,  and  did  not  know  at 
the  time,  that  it  was  given ;  that  the  defendant  Nathan  Davis 
called  upon  the  witness,  a  few  days  after  the  execution  of  the  note, 
and  said  to  him,  that  he,  defendant,  settled  with  Daniel  Aikens  a 
few  days  before,  and  had  given  him  a  note,  running  to  the  witness, 
and  wanted  to  know  when  he  should  want  his  pay  upon  it ;  that  he, 
witness,  replied  that  he  should  want  the  pay  soon,  to  pay  out  where 
he  was  holdenfor  Daniel  Aikens  ;  and  that  the  defendant  replied, 
he  would  pay  it  soon,  or  before  a  great  while.     Witness  testified 
that  he  was  then  holden  as  surety  for  Daniel  Aikens  to  a  large 
amount,  and  that  Daniel  Aikens  was  then  indebted  to  witness  to  a 
large  amount  for  advances. 

Witness  further  testified,  that  tlicre  was  then  outstanding  in  the 
hands  of  Zerah  Lull,  a  deputy  sheriff,  an  execution  in  favor  of  th< 
Woodstock  Bank,    against  Daniel    Aikens,  Hiram   Aikens   an< 
Stephen  Bosworth,  which  was  the  debt  of  Daniel  Aikens,  said  Hi 
ram  and  Stephen  being  sureties,  which  execution  was  dated  Jum 
20th,  1850,  and  issued  from  Windsor  county  court ;  that  Boswortl 
and  Daniel  Aikens  were  insolvent,  and  the  sheriff  required  pt 
inent  of  the  execution  to  be  made  by  the  witness  ;  that  the  witneagn^ 
desired  said  Lull  to  obtain  all  he  could  from  Daniel,  and  thereu] 
on  said  Lull  called  upon  Daniel  early  in  August,  1850,  and  Dani< 
placed  in  his  hands  various  papers,  as  collateral  security  for  i\ 
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payment  of  the  execution,  and  among  them  the  note  in  suit ;  that 
said  note  was  never  seen  by  witness  until  after  it  was  turned  out 
to  said  LulL  That  in  August,  1850,  and  before  the  execution  ex- 
pired, Lull  required  payment  of  the  execution  to  be  made,  and 
then  the  debtors  in  said  execution,  met  said  Lull,  at  plaintiff's  of- 
fice, and  there  was  the  first  time  witness  ever  read  said  note,  or 
had  possession  thereof,  and  that  then,  by  consent  of  said  Daniel, 
he  turned  out  said  note  to  plaintiff,  as  security  to  him  for  advanc- 
ing part  of  the  money  to  pay  said  execution,  and  that  witness  was 
'  liolden  to  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  said  note,  if  the  same  was  not 
collected  of  the  defendants,  for  the  advances  so  made  by  plaintiff. 

The  said  Lull  testified,  that  he  delivered  over  said  note  to  plain- 
tiff, by  consent  of  said  Daniel  and  Hiram.  It  did  not  appear  that 
plaintiff  ever  had  knowledge  that  Daniel  Aikens  had  ever  any  in- 
terest in  this  note.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  before  the 
execution  of  the  note  in  suit,  it  had  been  agreed  between  Daniel 
and  Hiram,  that  said  Daniel  should  procure  notes  to  be  executed 
to  Hiram,  as  the  note  in  suit  was,  as  security  for  the  liabilities  and 
advances,  by  said  Hiram  for  Daniel,  a^  before  stated.  Defend- 
ants objected  to  the  admission  of  this  testimony,  and  it  was  exclu- 
ded by  the  court.     To  which  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  defendants  then  offered  in  evidence,  the  certified  copy  of 
the  record  of  a  judgment,  in  favor  of  one  Stillman  F.  Smith  against 
Daniel  Aikens  and  the  defendant  Nathan  Davis,  as  trustee,  also  a 
receipt  from  said  Smith  to  Nathan  Davis.  To  the  admission  of 
^d  record,  the  plaintiff  objected,  on  the  ground  that  said  judgment 
and  satisfaction  thereof,  was  no  defense  to  this  suit.  The  objec- 
tion was  overruled  by  the  court.  To  which  plaintiff  excepted. 
Upon  these  facts  the  court  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for 
defendants.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

Washhum  Sf  Marsh  for  plaintiff. 

1.  The  conversation  sworn  to,  did  not  occur  at  the  time  of  the 
set  done,  which  it  is  supposed  to  refer  to. 

2.  It  did  not  occur  at  the  place  where  the  act  was  done,  but  in 
^he  highway,  three  or  four  miles  from  it.  Enos  v.  TuUle,  3  Conn. 
S47.     Hlkifis  V.  Hamilton,  20  Vt.  627. 

3.  So  far  as  this  plaintiff  is  concerned,  this  trustee  process  ought 
not  to  affect  him.     It  was  "  res  inter  alias  acta'^  and  that  principle 
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should  apply  in  its  full  force  ;  as  the  court,  per  Hall,  J.,  say  in 
Seward  v.  Jfefiin,  20  Vt.  144,  "  It  is  contrary  to  the  plainest 
"  principles  of  justice,  that  he  should  be  hound  by  a  judgment  to 
"  which  he  was  not  a  party,  and  to  which  he  had  no  opportunity 
« to  object." 

Indeed,  we  think  the  law  as  laid  down  in  that  case,  is  decisive  of 
the  case  at  bar; — the  trustee's  disclosures  were  deficient  in  an  im- 
portant particular  in  omitting  to  state  what  Hiram  had  stated  to 
him,  about  his  wishing  the  note  paid  to  him  soon,  in  order  to  pay 
out  where  he  was  holden,  and  the  assurance  also,  that  he,  Davis, 
had  given  Hiram,  that  he  would  pat/  the  note  to  him. 

The  case  of  Camp  v.  Scott  and  Tr.,  14  Vt.  387,  can  furnish  no 
authority  for  a  case  like  the  present,  so  different  from  that  case  in 
all  its  important  facts. 

I.  S,  Belcher  for  defendants. 

The  note  was  the  property  of  Daniel  Aikens  when  give^,  and 
remained  his  property,  until  it  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 
'  It  was  liable  to  be  attached  by  trustee  process,  notwithstanding 
it  was  made  payable  to  Hiram  Aikens,  until  it  was  transferred, 
and  notice  of  the  transfer  given  to  the  makers.  Camp  v.  Scott 
and  Tr.,  14  Vt.  387. 

The  conversation  between  Daniel  Aikens  and  defendant  Nathan 
Davis  was  original,  not  hearsay  evidence.     The  fact  in  controver- 
sy was,  whether  such  conversation  was  had,  not  whether  it  was 
true.     Greenleaf  Ev.  §  100.     Lyman  v.  Lull  et  aL,  20  Vt  349. 
White  V.  Morton,  22  Vt.  15. 

The  record  of  a  judgment  against  Daniel  Aikens  and  defendant 
Nathan  Davis'  trustee,  was  admissible.  It  shows  an  attachment 
and  payment  of  the  note  in  suit. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  note  upon  which  the  plaintiff  has  declared  was 
executed  by  the  defendants,  on  the  16th  of  July,  1850,  and  made 
payable  to  Hiram  Aikens,  or  bearer,  and  which  soon  after,  was 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  payee  of  the  note.  Its  consider- 
ation, was  the  balance  due  on  a  previous  note,  given  by  the  de- 
fendants to  Daniel  Aikens,  which  was  given  up  on  the  executi<Hioi 
this. 
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The  defense  rests  upon  the  validity  and  payment  of  a  judgment 
on  this  note,  in  a  trustee  process  in  favor  of  Stillman  F.  Smith 
against  Daniel  Aikens,  the  payee  of  the  original  note,  as  principal 
debtor,  and  this  defendant  Nathan  Davis,  as  trustee, — and  it  is 
claimed  that  the  payment  of  that  judgment  by  the  defendant, 
makes  a  good  defense  in  this  action.  To  give  that  effect  to  the 
judgment  and  payment,  it  must  appear  that  this  note,  at  the  time 
of  the  service  of  the  trustee  process,  was  in  reality  the  property  of 
Daniel  Aikens,  and  subject  to  be  attached  by  his  creditors,  and 
that  the  proceedings  in  the  trustee  process  were  of  that  character 
which  will  conclude  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  to  this  note.  For 
the  purpose  of  proving  that  Daniel  Aikens  was  in  reality  the  own- 
er of  this  note,  testimony  was  introduced  by  the  defendants,  to 
show  that  the  exchange  of  notes,  from  Daniel  to  Hiram  Aikens, 
was  made  with  a  fraudulent  design,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
that  if  the  original  note  to  Daniel  Aikens  was  given  up  for  the  one 
now  in  suit,  payable  to  Hiram  Aikens,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
its  avails  from  the  creditors  of  Daniel  Aikens,  and  placing  the 
same  out  of  the  reach  of  a  trustee  process,  it  would  be  subject  to 
be  attached  as  his  property,  and  the  makers  of  the  note  could  prop- 
erly be  adjudged  as  the  trustees  of  Daniel  Aikens.  And  the  note 
would  continue  subject  to  that  attachment,  so  long,  at  least,  as  it 
remained  in  the  hands  of  either  of  those  parties,  or  of  any  other 
person  cognizant  of,  and  privy  to,  such  fraudulent  intent, — for 
such  a  disposition  of  a  chose  in  action  would  be  as  void  against 
creditors,  as  any  fraudulent  disposition  of  personal  property  at 
common  law.  This  doctrine  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Camp  v. 
Scott  and  Trustee,  14  Vt.  387. 

The  questions  which  are  now  presented,  arise  on  the  admission 
and  rejection  of  testimony  offered  in  evidence,  during  the  trial  of 
the  case.     To  prove  that  exchange  fraudulent,  the  defendants  in- 
troduced evidence,  showing  the  declaration  of  Daniel  Aikens,  that 
lie  was  fearful  the  original  note  would  be  trusteed,  if  it  remained 
in  that  situation,  to  prevent  which  he  requested  not  only  its  re- 
newal, but  that  the  new  note  should  be  made  payable  to  Hiram 
.Aikens,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  that  request,  the  note  was 
so  exchanged,  a  few  days  after.     For  that  purpose,  we  entertain 
Jio  doubt  that  the  declarations  and  conversation  between  these  par- 
ties, as  detailed  in  the  exceptions,  were  admissible,  for  it  was  a 
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continuing  negotiation^  and  what  was  said  and  done  by  the  parties 
daring  that  arrangement,  and  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  that  ob- 
ject, was  admissible  as  part  of  the  ret  gestae  ;  it  was  cotempora- 
neous  with  the  main  fact,  and  tended  to  illustrate  its  character  and 
object.  11  Pick.  Rep.  362.  9  Bing.  Rep.  349.  1  Green.  Evid. 
5  110,  11. 

If  that  testimony  was  admissible  on  the  part  of  the  defense,  it 
was  equally  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  rebut  any  inference  of 
fraud  arising  from  that  circumstance,  and  from  the  further  circum- 
stances, that  Daniel  Aikens  retained  the  possession  of  the  note  for 
a  season,  and  that  Hiram  Aikens  was  not  only  ignorant  of  that 
exchange,  but  was  also  ignorant  that  the  new  note  was  made  pay- 
able to  himself,  until  he  was  informed  of  it,  a  few  days  after,  by 
Nathan  Davis.  As  explanatory,  therefore,  of  these  circumstances, 
it  was  proper  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  Hiram  Aikens  was  li- 
able on  debts  for  Daniel  Aikens,  that  he  had  made  advances  for 
him,  and  that  he  was  indebted  for  such  advances.  And  that  in 
consideration  thereof,  an  agreement  was  made  between  them,  that 
Daniel  Aikens  should  procure  notes  or  claims  due  to  him,  payable 
to  Hiram  Aikens,  as  security  for  such  liability  and  advance,  and 
if  this  note  was  exchanged  and  subsequently  delivered  under  that 
^arrangement  and  for  that  purpose,  before  the  claims  of  any  other 
creditor  arose  thereon,  the  jury  should  have  been  permitted  to 
have  heard  the  evidence  as  rebutting  such  inference  of  fraud,  and 
showing  the  reason  for  desiring  that  exchange  of  notes,  that  it 
might  not  be  trusteed.  For  instead  of  manifesting  a  disposition  to 
place  the  note  beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  its  tendency  was 
to  show  that  no  such  intent  existed,  and  there  were  used  proper 
efforts  to  appropriate  it  for  that  purpose,  and  for  the  benefit  of  this 
particular  creditor.  If  there  were  other  creditors,  it  may  be  con- 
sidered a  preference  among  them,  but  it  was  one  he  had  a  right  to 
make  and  which  the  law  will  allow.  5  Tenn.  Rep.  235.  Chitty 
on  Cont.  413. 

In  looking  at  the  facts  in  this  case,  we  find  that  an  execution 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  against  Daniel  and  Hiram  Aiken 
and  one  Bosworth,  at  the  time  of  the  exchange  of  the  note  whic 
was  for  Daniel  Aikens  to  pay,  and  that  Bosworth  and  Danie 
Aikens  were  insolvent.  This  may  have  been  the  reason  why  h 
wished  the  exchange  and  to  prevent  its  being  trusteed,  that  i 
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might  be  available  for  Hiram  Aikens  in  payment  of  that  execu- 
tion. We  also  learn,  that  within  a  few  days  after  its  execution, 
and  nearly  three  months  before  the  service  of  the  trustee  process, 
the  note  was  handed  to  Hiram  Aikens,  the  payee,  who  at  that 
time,  in  the  presence  of  Daniel  Aikens  and  the  officer,  indorsed  it 
to  the  plaintiff  on  receiving  its  amount,  and  which  amount  was 
then  applied  on  the  execution. 

Upon  these  facts,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  circumstances  of 
Araud  exist  in  the  case,  even  as  between  Daniel  and  Hiram 
Aikens,  much  less  as  affecting  the  plaintiff.  It  is  obvious,  that 
this  testimony  should  have  been  received,  and  the  jury  instructed, 
that  if  such  liabilities  existed  from  Daniel  to  Hiram  Aikens,  and 
if  this  note  was  exchanged  in  pursuance  of  an  arrangement  to 
place  in  his  hands  available  means  for  his  security  and  indemnity, 
it  was  such  a  disposition  of  the  note  that  would  be  unaffected  by 
any  fraudulent  considerations. 

The  note  was  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  by  Hiram  Aikens 
early  in  August,  1850 ;  from  that  period  Daniel  Aikens  had  no 
interest  or  property  in  the  note.  It  being  ft  negotiable  instru- 
ment, the  legal  interest  passed  from  him  to  Hiram  Aikens  on  its 
delivery,  and  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  indorsement  of  Hiram  Aikens. 

When,  therefore,  the  trustee  process  was  served  on  the  14th  of* 
November,  1850,.  Daniel  Aikens  had  no  interest  in  that  note  that 
could  be  reached  by  that  attachment.     Its  legal  and  equ' table  in- 
terest had  vested  in  the  plaintiff  nearly  three  months  In- tore,  by  a 
legal  transfer  from  the  payee  of  the  note. 

Neither  was  it  necessary  to  protect  his  title  to  this  note,  that 
notice  should  have  been  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  makers  of 
the  note  of  the  assignment  to  him,  in  order  to  protect  the  same 
from  being  trusteed  as  the  property  of  Daniel  Aikens.  It  would 
have  been  necessary,  if  the  original  note  payable  to  Daniel  Aikens 
had  been  assigned  to  Hiram  Aikens,  and  by  him  to  the  plaintiff, 
as  they  would  then  have  stood  and  claimed  the  note  as  assignees 
of  Daniel  Aikens.  But  that  note  was  canceled,  and  on  the  exe- 
cution and  delivery  of  this  note  to  Hiram  Aikens  a  new  and  origi- 
nal debt  was  created  thereby,  and  in  relation  to  which  he  did  not 
stand  as  the  assignee  of  Daniel  Aikens.  And  when  this  note  was 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  he  stood  as  the  assignee  of  Hiram 
.^ikens  only ;  notice,  therefore,  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  makers  of 
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the  note,  of  the  assignment  to  him,  was  necessary  only  where  ffi- 
ram  Aikens  was  prosecuted  as  principal  debtor,  and  the  defendants 
summoned  as  his  trustee,  and  was  not  necessary  to  protect  it  in 
his  hands  from  being  attached  of  Daniel  Aikens,  for  the  reason 
before  assigned,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  assignee  of  Daniel 
Aikens. 

The  remaining  question  in  the  case  has  reference  to  the  effect 
upon  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  to  this  note,  of  the  proceedings  un- 
der the  trustee  process  in  favor  of  Smith  against  Daniel  Aikens 
and  this  defendant  as  trustee,  and  the  payment  of  the  judgment 
rendered  thereon  by  the  trustee.  The  record  of  this  judgment 
and  the  evidence  of  its  payment  was  admitted  by  the  court,  and 
the  jury  directed  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.  The  case 
of  Seward  v.  ffeflin,  20  Vt.  Rep.  148,  is  applicable,  and  seems  to 
be  decisive  upon  the  questions  arising  on  this  part  of  the  case. 
As  a  judgment  it  can  have  no  effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff, for  the  satisfactory  reason,  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceedings. It  was  the  duty  of  the  trustee,  arising  out  of  his  rela- 
tion to  the  payee  of  the  note,  or  his  assignee,  if  he  knew  of  one,  as 
well  as  for  his  own  security,  to  have  notified  them  of  the  pendency 
of  those  proceedings.  This  he  might  have  done  by  application  to 
•the  court  to  issue  his  citation  to  the  payee,  or  his  assignee  to  ap- 
pear and  protect  his  claim.  Comp.  Stat.  p.  263,  §  53.  If  the 
justice  had  refused  or  neglected  to  issue  such  notice,  then  he 
should  have  given  personal  notice  to  him  for  that  purpose,  and 
probably  that  would  so  far  have  made  him  a  party  to  those  pro- 
ceedings, that  the  judgment  would  have  been  conclusive.  But  as 
no  such  proceedings  were  had,  and  as  nothing  appears  but  that 
the  payee  of  the  note  and  this  plaintiff  were,  during  the  whole 
proceeding,  in  entire  ignorance  of  that  suit,  it  would  be  great  in- 
justice to  say  that  they  should  be  bound  by  that  judgment,  to 
which  they  were  not  parties  and  had  no  opportunity  to  object. 

Neither  is  there  any  propriety  in  permitting  Nathan  Davis  to 
avail  himself  of  that  judgment  and  payment,  in  his  discharge  of 
the  present  suit,  unless  his  disclosure  was  honestly  made,  with  a 
full  statement  of  all  the  facts,  the  tendency  of  which  would  ope- 
rate to  his  discharge,  as  well  as  those  which  would  charge  him 
trustee.  In  his  disclosure  he  simply  stated,  ^'  that  the  new  no 
'^  was  payable  to  Hiram  Aikens  or  bearer,  and  that  he  saw 
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"  Aikens  a  few  days  after  the  note  was  given,  and  that  he  said  he 
"knew  nothing  about  any  such  note."  Whereas,  it  appears  that 
he  had  been  informed  by  Hiram  Aikens,  that  he  was  holden  for 
Daniel  Aikens,  and  that  he  should  want  payment  of  the  note  soon, 
to  pay  the  claims  upon  which  he  was  liable  for  him,  and  that  Mr. 
Davis  then  promised  to  pay  Hiram  Aikens  the  note  before  a  great 
while.  These  important  considerations  were  suppressed  by  Mr. 
Ddvis  in  his  disclosure  as  trustee,  and  which  ought  to  have  been 
disclosed  by  him  before  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  common  jus- 
tice towards  the  payee  of  the  note,  or  his  assignee.  And  for  this 
sappression  of  material  facts  in  his  disclosure  there  is  no  propriety 
in  permitting  him  to  avail  himself  of  the  judgment  and  payment 
in  his  discharge  of  this  suit.  The  conviction  is  not  easily  over- 
come, that  there  was  a  desire  and  an  attempt  to  deprive  the  holder 
of  this  note  of  its  avails,  by  keeping  him  ignorant  of  those  pro- 
ceedings, until  the  creditor  in  that  suit  had  secured' to  himself  the 
amount  by  a  judgment  against  the  trustee.  The  case  in  the  20th 
of  Vt.  Rep.  is  very  decisive  that  such  a  disclosure  is  ineffectual  as 
a  protection  to  the  trustee. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
reversed. 


Eber  Angell,  Jr.  v.  Joseph  Keith. 

Trespass  lies  against  an  officer  attaching  by  copy  in  toum  clerks 
offi^ce,  S^c»     Evidence.     Custom  or  usage. 

JUj)lecin  will  lie  against  an  officer,  who  attaches  property,  by  leaving  a  copy  in  the 
town  clerk's  office,  brought  by  some  person  other  than  the  debtor,  and  so  also, 
wiU  irt^Hus  and  trover. 

There  is  no  snch  uniformity,  in  the  custom  or  usage  of  giving  executions  to  the 
same  officer  making  the  attachment,  that  it  can  be  regarded  as  evidence  to  show 
that  the  officer  made  the  attachment,  nor  can  it  be  regarded  as  evidence  to  show 
a  particular  and  substantial  fact. 

Trespass  for  taking  and  carrying  away  hay.     Plea,  not  guilty, 
«md  trial  by  jury. 
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On  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
hay  was  raised  on  his  farm  in  Barnard,  in  the  county  of  Windsor, 
and  then  in  his  ham  on  said  farm ;  that  the  same  was  attached 
as  the  property  of  Eber  Angell,  his  father,  who  resided  with 
plaintiff  on  said  farm,  that  said  hay  was  taken  on  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment against  said  Eber,  and  a  copy  of  the  same  and  return  there- 
on lefl  in  the  town  clerk's  office  in  said  Barnard  as  provided  by 
statute ;  that  this  was  in  December,  1849.  There  was  no  direct 
testimony  to  show  who  was  the  officer  that  made  this  service. 
The  testimony  tended  to  show,  that  said  writ  of  attachment  was 
duly  returned  and  judgment  rendered  thereon  against  said  Eber 
Angell,  and  execution  thereon,  and  that  defendant,  as  an  officer, 
posted  said  hay  for  sale  on  said  execution,  and  sold  the  same  by 
sample,  at  public  vendue,  at  Barnard  village,  to  Rollin  Richmond 
and  Hiram  Aikens,  who  soon  afler  took  and  carried  away  a  part 
of  said  hay,  between  one  and  two  tons,  and  the  remainder  of  said 
hay  tlie  plaintiff  bought  of  said  Richmond  and  Aikens,  and  used 
on  said  farm. 

The  defendant  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  none  of 
said  hay  was  actually  removed  by  said  Richmond  and  Aikens  un- 
til afler  the  service  of  the  writ  in  this  action ;  and  claimed  of  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  no 
more  hay  than  had  been  actually  removed  from  the  barn,  before 
the  service  of  the  writ  in  this  action. 

The  court  declined  so  to  charge  the  jury,  but  did  charge,  that 
if  they  found  the  defendant  first  served  the  writ  of  attachment,  by 
attaching  the  hay  and  leaving  a  copy  in  the  town  clerk's  office, 
and  this  was  passed  to  judgment  and  said  hay  sold  by  defendant 
on  the  execution ;  this  taking  on  attachment  was  such  a  taking, 
as  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  recover.     That  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover,  the  jury  must  be  convinced  that  defendant  was  the  officer 
who  served  the  attachment.     If  from  the  testimony  in  the  case, 
and  from  the  usual  practice  of  delivering  the  execution  to  the 
same  officer  who  served  the  attachment,  the  jury  were  satisfied, 
that  defendant  was  the  officer  who  served  the  attachment,  they     " 
might  find  for  the  plaintiff,  for  whatever  hay  the  defendant  sold    J 
to  said  Richmond  and  Aikens,  whether  the  same  had  been  by  ^* 
them  taken  away  before  the  service  of  the  writ  in  this  suit  or  not  — 
Exceptions  by  defendant 
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W,  O,  French  for  defendant. 

In  some  cases  it  has  been  held,  that  trespass  can  be  sustained 
where  a  person  unlawfully  exercises  an  authority  over  the  goods 
in  defiance  and  to  the  exclusion  of  the  true  owner ;  no  case  has 
ever  carried  the  rule  any  further.  2  Greenleaf  Ev.  621.  Hart 
T.  Hyde,  5  Vt.  328.  Wilder  v.  Baker,  1  Met.  27.  Phillips  v. 
Hall,  8  Wend.  610.      Wiiitringham  v.  Lafoy,  7  Cow.  735. 

J£  the  sale  by  the  officer  conveyed  the  title  to  the  property,  it 
might  perhaps  merit  a  different  consideration,  but  our  courts  have 
decided  that  in  such  a  case  np  title  passes  to  the  vendee.  That 
the  sale  merely  conveys  the  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor  in 
the  property.  The  attachment  creates  no  lein,  and  the  sale  con- 
veys no  title  to  the  property.  Griffith  v.  Fowler,  18  Vt.  390. 
AmUn  V.  Tilden,  14  Vt.  325. 

There  was  no  testimony,  as  to  who  was  the  officer  that  served  the 
attachment,  nor  was  there  testimony  to  the  practice  of  delivering 
the  execution  to  the  officer  making  the  attachment.  If  the  exist- 
ence of  such  a  practice  was  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury, 
it  should  have  been  proved.     Birney  v.  Martin  et  ah,  3  Vt.  236. 

If  proof  had  been  offered  it  would  leave  improper,  &c.  See  2 
Greenleaf  Ev.  §  251. 

0,  P,  Chandler  for  plaintiff. 

The  attachment  by  copy  is  in  law  equivalent  to  an  actual  tak- 
ing. It  transfers  the  custody  and  right  of  control  to  the  officer. 
It  enables  him  to  maintain  trespass  against  the  owner  if  he  be  the 
debtor,  and  against  all  wrong  doers. 

The  trespass  having  been  commenced  before  the  bringing  of 
the  action,  it  is  to  be  considered  entire ;  it  operates  ah  initio  ;  and 
the  rule  of  damage  is  the  value  of  the  property.  Clark  v.  Har- 
rington, 4  Vt.  75.  Lowry  v.  Walker,  4  Vt.  76.  Lowry  v.  Walker, 
5  Vt.  185.     Hart  v.  Hyde,  5  Vt.  328. 

By  the  Court.  1.  It  having  been  decided  in  May  v.  Has- 
tings, in  Orleans  county,  on  the  last  circuit,  that  an  officer  who  at- 
taches property,  by  leaving  a  copy  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  is  li- 
able to  a  suit  of  replevin,  brought  by  some  person,  other  than  the 
debtor,  it  would  seem  to  follow,  that  trespass  and  trover  will  lie. 
For  replevin  will  only  lie  where  the  property  is  unjustly  detained. 
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which  the  officer  could  not  be  said  to  do,  unless  he  had  taken  the 
property.  It  has  long  been  settled,  that  as  to  the  debtor,  this 
mode  of  attachment  effectually  divests  him  of  all  possession,  so 
that  he  cannot  sue  even  a  stranger  who  intermeddles.  And  we 
think  the  officer  is  estopped  from  denying  the  taking,  as  to  all  oth- 
ers who  show  title  to  the  property. 

2.  But  it  is  said  there  was  no  direct  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ant made  the  attachment,  and  it  is  not  stated  what  evidence  upon 
this  point,  was  given,  or  that  any  was  given,  unless  it  is  to  be  in- 
ferred that  some  was  given,  from  it  being  stated  that  no  direct  ev- 
idence was  given,  and  from  the  fact,  that  the  jury  were  directed  to 
consider  the  custom  or  usage  of  giving  executions  to  the  same  of- 
ficer making  the  attachment,  we  must  conclude  the  evidence  was 
very  slight,  if  indeed  any  other  existed.  But  as  the  jury  were 
told  to  consider  this  usage  as  evidence,  tending  to  show  the  defend- 
ant made  the  attachment,  and  if  so,  they  might  have  determined 
the  case  upon  tliis  evidence  alone,  it  is  important  that  we  should 
be  able  to  say  this  is  competent  evidence  for  that  purpose. 

It  appears  to  us,  that  tliere  is  no  such  uniformity  in  this  custom 
or  usage,  that  it  can  be  regarded  as  evidence,  to  show  a  particular 
and  substantial  fact.  The  custom  of  giving  out  executions  within 
thirty  days  after  judgment,  is  far  more  uniform,  than  the  one  al- 
luded to,  and  we  sup]^ose  that  no  one  ever  relied  upon  that  kind 
of  evidence,  to  charge  property  in  execution.  A  witness,  who 
gave  out  an  execution,  miglit  rely  upon  his  habit  of  giving  them 
out  in  thirty  days,  and  that  if  he  had  not  in  the  particular  instance, 
it  would  have  made  an  impression  upon  his  mind,  to  enable  him 
to  say  he  did  give  it  out  in  thirty  days,  but  the  jury  could  not 
with  propriety,  be  allowed  to  consider  this  usage  as  showing  the 
main  fact.  It  is  common  to  attach  property  to  satisfy  the  judg- 
ment, but  that  of  itself  would  scarcely  be  sufficient  to  show  an  at- 
tachment in  a  particular  case.  The  truth  is,  this  evidence  is  de- 
fective in  two  particulars.  First,  it  rests  upon  no  settled  and  relia- 
ble uniformity  upon  which  the  jury  could  safely  be  allowed  to  act. 
Second,  it  presupposes  the  existence  of  other  evidence,  and  in  the 
power  of  the  party,  which  not  being  produced,  ordinarily  raises  a 
presumption  against  the  party,  that  if  produced,  it  would  ope- 
rate against  him. 

Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded. 
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Asa  T.  Barron  v.  Rufus  Barron,  Azuba  Sessions,  Ches- 
ter Baxter  and  Isaac  Parkhurst. 

[hf  Chancery.] 

Trust  interest.     Husband  and  Wife — her  rights  as  against  the  Hus- 
band, his  creditors  and  assignees. 

The  grantee,  in  a  deed,  which  is  absolute  in  its  terms  and  contains  no  recital  of  a 
trust  interest,  is  as  much  chargeable  as  trustee  by  the  acknowledgement  of  the 
trust  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery  brought  against  him,  as  though  the  deed 
contuned  an  express  declaration  of  the  trust. 

Where  one  buys  land  in  the  name  of  another,  and  pays  the  consideration  money, 
the  land  will  generally  be  held  by  the  grantee  in  trust  for  the  person,  who  so 
pays  the  consideration. 

The  property  of  a  married  woman,  whether  acquired  by  gift,  devise,  or  inheritance, 
before  or  during  coverture,  is  regarded,  in  equity",  as  the  property  of  the  wife, 
and  not  of  the  husband,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  her  a  provision  for  her  sup- 
port ;  and  if  that  right  has  not  been  expressly  and  formally  waived  or  forfeited 
by  misconduct,  it  will  be  protected  in  equity  against  the  husband  in  any  pro- 
ceedings, which  may  be  adopted  at  law,  or  otherwise,  for  the  purpose  of  redu- 
emg  it  to  his  possession,  and  will  be  equally  protected  against  his  assignees,  or 
creditors. 

The  amount  embraced  within  this  equity  of  the  wife,  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

Where  money,  to  which  a  married  woman  was  entitled  by  inheritance  from  the 
estate  of  her  father,  was  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  it  was  agreed  between  the  husband  and  wife  and  a  third  person,  that  a 
farm  should  be  purchased,  and  paid  for  from  such  fund,  and  the  deed  thereof  tak- 
en by  such  third  person,  to  hold  in  trust  for  the  wife,  and  this  agreement  was 
made  and  carried  into  execution,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  property,  as 
the  separate  estate  of  the  Avife,  and  the  price  of  the  farm  was  in  part  paid  by  the 
administrator  personally,  from  money  in  his  hands,  and  in  part  paid  by  money 
which  was  delivered  to  the  husband  by  the  administrator,  and  received  by  the 
husband,  for  the  express  purpose  of  being  applied  towards  the  purchase  of  the 
farm,  under  the  previous  arrangement  above  mentioned ;  U  wot  held,  tiiat  a  court 
of  equity  would  protect  the  whole,  as  the  property  of  the  wife,  and  that  she  was 
to  be  regflO^ed  as  the  sole  cetttd  que  tnut  under  the  deed. 

The  mere  receiving,  by  the  husband,  of  the  property  of  the  wife,  will  not  be  such 
a  reducing  of  it  to  his  possession,  as  will  affect  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship, 
or  equity  to  a  settlement,  unless  it  be  received  by  the  husband  solely  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  his  marital  rights,  and  for  the  purpose  of  its  appropriation  to  his  own 
use. 
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Courts  of  equity  for  many  purposes,  treat  husband  and  wife  as  distinct  persons; 
capable  of  contracting  with  each  other,  and  of  having  separate  estates,  debts,  and 
interests,  and,  as  a  general  rule,  whenever  a  contract  would  be  good  at  law,  when 
made  with  trustees  for  the  wife,  tliat  contract  will  be  sustained  in  equity,  when 
made  with  each  other,  without  the  intervention  of  trustees. 

A  port  mipdal  agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  without  the  intervention  of 
trustees,  by  which  the  wife  renounces  all  further  claim  upon  the  husband  for 
his  services,  or  support  for  herself  and  children,  and  agrees,  that  she  will  con- 
tract no  debts  on  his  accoimt,  and  the  husband  all  claim  for  her  services,  or  sup- 
port, will  be  sustained  in  equity,  so  far  as  it  has  reference  to  the  property  of  the 
wife,  not  only  against  the  husband  and  his  heirs ;  but  against  all  others  claiming 
under  him,  who,  at  least,  were  not  creditors  at  the  time  the  agreement  wu 
made. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  orator  alledges  in  his 
bill,  that  Rufus  Barron  on  the  20th  of  October,  1846,  was  posses- 
sed of  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  $1100,  and  that  on  that  day, 
he  with  one  Azuba  Sessions  contracted  with  one  Jedediah  ElilburD, 
for  a  farm  for  the  sum  of  $1800 ;  that  of  this  sum,  Rufus  Barroo 
agreed  to  pay,  and  did  pay  $1100. 

That  at  the  time  of  said  purchase,  it  was  fraudulently  agreed 
upon  between  said  Rufus  and  Azuba,  that  she  should  take  the 
deed  directly  to  herself,  and  that  no  mention  should  be  made  in 
said  deed  of  any  interest  that  said  Rufus  had  in  and  to  the  same, 
by  virtue  of  said  payment  of  $1100,  as  aforesaid. 

That  in  pursuance  of  said  fraudulent  agreement,  said  convej- 
ance  was  made  directly  to  said  Azuba,  and  no  mention  was  made 
whatever  in  said  deed,  of  any  interest  that  said  Rufus  had  in  aod 
to  the  same.  That  said  Rufus  did  pay  $1100,  and  has  an  imme- 
diate interest  in  the  land  in  the  proportion  of  $1100  to  $1800. 

That  on  or  about  the  28th  day  of  December,  1846,  said  Rufus 
became  and  was  indebted  to  the  orator  in  a  large  sum,  to  wit, 
$817,  in  two  notes  signed  by  the  said  Rufus. 

That  orator  commenced  a  suit  on  the  same,  to  the  May  term  oi 
the  Windsor  county  court,  1847,  that  real  estate  was  attached 
that  orator  obtained  judgment  for  $844,15  damages,  and  $8,S^ 
costs,  that  execution  issued  June  14th,  1847,  and  that  on  the  2^^ 
day  of  October,  1847,  levied  on  eleven  eighteenths  of  said  far"""*^ 
that  said  farm  was  appraised  at  $1400,  exclusive  of  $145,  all(^"^' 
ed  as  railroad  damages. 

That  debtor's  interest  $855,^35,  exclusive  of  said  $145,  is  su-'^' 
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cient  to  satisfy  said  execution  except  the  sum  of  $26,51.  That 
Chester  Baxter  and  Isaac  Parkhurst  claim  to  have  some  interest 
in  the  premises,  &c. 

Prayer.  That  defendants  pay  said  execution,  and  in  default 
thereof,  that  the  levy  of  said  execution  be  established,  and  that 
defendants  convey  the  premises  levied  upon  &c. 

The  bill,  as  to  the  defendant,  Rufus  Barron,  was  taken  as  con- 
fessed. 

The  defendant,  Azuba  Sessions,  in  her  answer,  denies  that  said 
Rufus  was  possessed  of  $1100,  on  the  20th  day  of  October,  1846, 
and  denies  the  facts  stated  and  the  whole  equity  of  the  orator's 
bill,  and  says,  that  on  the  20th  day  of  October,  1841,  she,  on  her 
own  account,  purchased  for  $1800,  the  said  farm,  and  gave  her 
notes,  which  have  since  been  paid.  That  all  that  said  Rufus  had 
to  do  with  purchasing  said  farm,  was  at  her  request,  to  look  up  a 
farm  such  as  she  wanted,  ascertain  the  price,  and  communicate  to 
faer.  That  the  deed  was  taken  in  her  name,  because  she  alone 
purchased ;  that  said  Rufus  and  her  daughter  Melinda,  were  mar- 
ried September  6th,  1841,  with  the  previous  agreement,  and  as  a 
consideration  that  her  property  should  be  secured  to  her  separate 
age,  and  not  subject  to  said  Rufus'  control.  That  her  property, 
$1100,  left  her  by  her  father,  who  died  April  11th,  1840,  was  at 
the  time  of  her  marriage  with  said  Rufus,  in  the  hands  of  A.  C. 
Perkins  as  administrator,  and  by  him  with  her  consent,  was  paid 
on  the  farm  notes.  That  the  residue  of  the  notes  were  paid  by 
said  defendant ;  that  no  part  of  the  daughter's  portion  was  ever  in 
the  hands  of  said  Rufus,  only  by  investment  in  the  farm. 

That  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  said  farm,  it  was  understood 
and  agreed  that  in  fulfilment  of  the  agreement  before  marriage,  the 
administrator  should  invest  her  portion  in  said  farm,  and  defend- 
ant to  pay  the  residue,  and  take  deed  to  herself  and  hold  in  trust 
for  Melinda,  that  she  permitted  said  Rufus  to  occupy,  use  and  con- 
trol said  farm,  and  receive  and  apply  the  avails,  until  September 
16th,  1844,  when  for  mismanagement  and  abandonment,  she  re- 
sumed the  control. 

Says  she  has  been  informed,  and  supposes  it  may  be  true,  that 

the  orator  held  the  notes,  but  without  consideration,  and  with  the 

Bole  purpose  and  intent  to  enable  an  attachment,  and  to  commence 

this  proceeding  with  the  corrupt  understanding  and  intent,  if  ora- 
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tor  stouW  feold  any  part  of  the  farm  or  filch  any  money,  he  and 
said  Ruftfs  would  share  the  same.  Admits  suit,  judgment,  levy  of 
execution  as  set  forth.  Says,  that  in  December  1846,  said  Rufus 
was  utterly  poor',  that  if  any  mioney  was  passed  on  the  giving  of 
the  notes,  it  was  handed  back,  that  said  judgment,  execution,  and 
notes  were  fictitious  an^  fraudulent,  got  up  to  cheat  and  defraud 
this  defendant 

Says  that  Rufus  was  asked  to  sign  ofte  of  the  notes  given  for 
the  farm,  for  $650,  but  refttsed,  aJnd  A^  C.  Perkins  signed  with 
ilher. 

y^id/nits  that  since  attachment^  ske  hm  conveyed  to  Baxter,  and 
finforoaied  him  of  the  attachment. 

The  defendants,  Chester  Baxter  uni  Isaac  Park^urst,  in  their 
:  answer^  admit  that  they  are  grantees  and  purchaiset^  of  the  prem-^ 
ises  by  coav.ey^uice  from  defendant,  Azuba  Sessions  to  said  Bax-' 
ter,  and  from  said  Baxter  to  said  Parkhurst,  andl  that  at  the  time 
,of  the  purchase  .a«d  conveyance,  they  each  had  fioiice  of  the  ora^ 
-Jtor's  attachment. 

The  answers  were  taraversed  and  testimony  taken  j  the  festittiO' 
my  of  Jedediah  Kilbujn  taken  and  filed,  tended  to  prove^  that  he 
was^ihe  owner  of  the  fena,  and  that  in  the  Fall  of  1841,  he  con- 
ftraotcd  to  sell  to  IRufus  Barron  said  farm,  for  $1800.  And  that 
^aid  Sufus  said  he  could  inot  stop  to  make  the  writings  at  that  time^ 
and  it  was  agreed  to  give  forfeiture  notes  of  one  hundred  and  M^ 
ty  dollars,  that  witness  signed  one  note  for  that  sum,  and  the  said 
Rufus  another  note  for  ^ame  sum,  and  that  both  notes  were  put 
into  the  hands  of  John  "S.  Marcy^  Esq.,  of  Royalton,  and  that  if 
either  party  should  fail  to  fulfil  jhi«  agreement,  he  was  to  forfeit 
his  note  so  given. 

That  the  deed  was  made  to  Azuba  Sessions,  that  witness  did 
not  know  how  it  came  to  be  so  anade,  but  that  said  Rufus  said, 
when  he  came  to  see  about  making  the  writing,  that  said  deed 
would  not  be  made  to  him.  That  said  Rufus  paid  the  three  first 
notes,  amounting  to  $950.  That  said  Rufus  lived  upon  the  farm, 
and  carried  it  on  from  sometime  in  November,  1841,  until  the 
Spring  of  1846,  and  his  wife  and  said  Azuba  lived  there  with  him. 
That  said  Rufus  was  industrious  and  carried  on  said  farm  as  well 
as  other  people  manage  their  farms,  that  said  Rufus  provided  well 
for  his  family,  and  conducted  well  towards  them,  as  far  as  witness 
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knew.  That  Mrs.  Azuba  Sessions,  Rufus  Barron  and  A.  C.  Perkins 
were  present  at  the  office  of  John  S.  Marcy,  when  said  writings 
were  made,  and  that  said  Marcy  made  the  writings. 

That  said  Azuba  signed  all  the  notes  for  the  farm,  the  first  note 
for  $650 ;  A.  C.  Perkins  signed  with  her,  and  the  rest  of  the  notes 
were  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  farm.  That  witness  required 
more  security  than  the  mortgage,  and  said  Azuba  procured  said 
Perkins  to  sign  with  her.  That  said  Perkins  came  with  said  Azu- 
ba, that  he  looked  over  papers,  and  if  he  acted  for  any  one,  sup- 
pose he  acted  for  her,  he  did  look  over  the  farm  before  the  wri- 
tings were  made.  That  Mrs.  Sessions  at  one  time  sent  money  by 
witness  to  pay  note  that  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  one  Barrett, 
but  not  enough  to  pay  note,  and  witness  carried  receipt  back  to  her. 

The  testimony  of  Mrs.  Phidella  Kilburn,  wife  of  said  Jedediah, 
was  taken  by  orator,  and  filed  and  tended  to  prove,  that  said  Azu- 
ba, in  the  fall  and  winter  of  1841  and  1842,  said  upon  witness  ask- 
ing her  why  she  took  the  deed  instead  of  said  Rufus,  that  it  was 
because  if  said  Rufus  should  be  taken  away,  his  children  would 
hold  the  property,  he  having  two  children  by  a  former  wife. — 
That  said  Rufus  was  married  to  his  second  wife,  Melinda  Sessions, 
daughter  of  said  Azuba,  about  the  first  of  September,  1841. 

The  testimony  of  Lydia  Burgess  was  taken  and  filed,  and  tended 
to  prove,  that  she  lived  in  1843,  in  the  house  with  said  Rufus  and 
wife  and  said  Azuba,  and  that  in  the  month  of  August,  1843,  the 
said  Azuba,  upon  the  occasion  of  said  Rufus  carrying  away  some 
hay,  said  that  said  Rufus  managed  the  place,  just  as  though  he 
owned  the  whole  of  it,  that  he  owned  but  a  small  share,  between 
two  and  three  hundred  dollars ;  that  Melinda's  portion,  or  a  part 
of  her  portion,  was  put  into  the  farm,  and  she,  the  said  Azuba,  made 
up  the  rest ;  that  said  Rufus  was  an  industrious  man  and  provided 
well  for  his  family. 

The  testimony  of  Theophilus  Burgess  was  taken  and  filed,  and' 
tended  to  prove,  that  said  Rufus  managed  the  farm  as  well  as 
most  men  manage  their  farms ;  that  he  lived  about  six  months 
in  the  house  with  said  Rufus  and  wife  and  said  Azuba,  thinks  that 
he  paid  part  of  the  rent  to  said  Azuba. 

The  testimony  of  Oliver  Curtis  was  taken  and  filed,  and  tended 
to  prove,  that  the  said  Azuba  sent  for  him  to  assist  her  in  making 
a  settlement  with  the  said  Rufus,  about  four  years  ago,  and  that 
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at  that  time,  said  Azuba  claimed  some  $700  in  the  farm,  and  that 
the  use  of  that,  with  what  she  did,  ought  to  support  her ;  that  she 
at  that  time,  said  that  they  owned  the  rest,  said  Rufus  and  wife  be- 
ing present ;  that  said  Rufus  had  made  some  improvements  on  the 
farm,  that  he  put  down  an  aqueduct,  and  made  30  or  40  rods  of 
fence  with  cedar  posts  on  the  side  of  the  road.  That  some  two 
years  ago,  the  said  Rufus  offered  to  purchase  said  Azuba's  inter- 
est in  said  farm,  and  at  that  time  had  some  $750  in  money.  That 
the  said  Rufus  carried  on  the  farm  under  an  agreement,  that  he 
should  have  the  use  of  the  property  and  support  the  family. 

Edward  P.  Nevans*  testimony  taken  and  filed,  tended  to  prove, 
that  he  was  a  merchant .  in  Royalton ;  that  said  Rufus  and  family 
traded  at  his  store,  and  said  Rufus  settled  and  paid  accounts ; — 
cannot  say  as  the  said  Azuba  ever  got  goods  and  had  them  charg- 
ed to  said  Rufus. 

The  testimony  of  Enos  R.  Jennings  was  taken  and  filed,  and 
tended  to  prove,  that  he  served  the  writ  in  suit,  Asa  T.  Barron 
against  said  Rufus,  and  that  on  that  occasion,  said  Azuba  told  wit- 
ness that  she  wanted  to  sell  her  farm,  and  gave  as  a  reason,  that 
she  wanted  to  let  said  Rufus  have  what  he  put  in  for  the  farm, 
for  his  two  children,  and  that  she  wanted  said  Rufus'  children  by 
his  last  wife  to  have  the  rest ;  thinks  tluit  :<he  said  the  interest  of 
the  said  Rufus  in  the  farm  was  about  $300,  and  that  her  interest 
was  $700. 

The  testimony  of  Theophilus  Gushing  was  taken  and  filed,  and 
tended  to  prove,  that  said  Rufus  was  a  man  of  industrious  habits, 
and  in  1840,  reputed  to  be  worth  some  $400  or  $500. 

The  testimony  of  Dustin  Bates  taken  and  filed,  tended  to  prove, 
that  said  Rufus,  in  1841,  and  1842,  wjis  reputed  to  be  worth  some 
$500  or  $G00  ;  that  the  witness  borrowed  $200  of  said  Rufus,  in 
1840,  that  he  paid  it  in  part  in  the  fall  of  1841,  and  the  remain- 
der in  the  Spring  of  1842 ;  that  said  Rufus  called  for  it,  saying 
that  he  wanted  it  to  pay  for  a  farm  he  had  been  purchasing. 

Daniel  Taft's  testimony  taken  and  filed,  tended  to  prove,  that 
said  Rufus,  in  1841,  and  1842,  was  reputed  to  be  worth  from  $300 
to  $600. 

The  defendants  took  and  filed  the  testimony  of  Lyman  Benson, 
which  tended  to  prove,  tliat  ho  was,  about  four  years  ago,  at  the 
house  of  said  Rufus,  to  assist  the  said  Azuba  in  making  a  settle- 
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ment  with  said  Rufus,  that  said  Oliver  Curtis  was  also  present, 
and  that  upon  no  other  occasion  were  they  together  for  that  pur- 
pose, that  said  Rufus  at  that  time  did  not  claim  or  represent  that 
he  had  paid  anything  towards  the  farm,  of  his  own  property,  and 
did  not  represent  that  he  had  any  interest  in  the  farm,  only  hy  his 
wife,  that  said  Azuha,  at  that  time,  said  her  interest  in  the  farm 
was  $700  or  $800,  and  that  the  farm  was  all  paid  for  with  her 
money  and  her  daughter's.  That  a  settlement  was  made  and  put 
into  writing,  and  signed  hy  said  Rufus  Barron  and  Melinda  S.  Bar- 
ron, wife  of  the  said  Rufus,  and  daughter  of  the  said  Azuha.  The 
said  writing  was  as  follows,  to  wit  :— 

^  This  agreement,  made  between  Rufus  Barron  of  Royalton,  in 
**  the  county  of  Windsor  and  State  of  Vermont,  on  the  one  part, 
*^  and  Melinda  Barron,  of  said  Royalton  on  the  other  part,  she  be- 
"  ing  his  wife.  Witnesseth : — That  the  said  Rufus  Barron,  in  con- 
"  sequence  of  serious  difficulties  existing  between  him  and  the  said 
"  Melinda,  agrees  to  leave  her,  and  claim  no  more  services  or  sup- 
"  port  from  her  whatever,  and  by  her  request  give  up  to  her  the 
^  care  and  support  of  her  son,  that  she  now  has,  and  that  of  anoth- 
"  er  child,  if  she  should  have  one,  provided  they  are  suitably  taken 
^  care  of  and  not  abused.  But  if  it  should  appear  that  they  are 
"  neglected  and  abused,  he  the  said  JRufus  Barron  claims  the  right 
"  to  take  the  said  children  to  his  own  care  and  support- 

"And  the  said  Melinda  Barron  agrees  in  consequence  of  serious 

"  difficulties  existing  between  her  and  the  said  Rufus  Barron,  her 

"  husband,  to  leave  him  and  claim  no  more  services  or  support 

"  from  him  for  herself  or  children,  and  she  will  not  at  any  time 

**  contract  any  debts  on  his  account  whatever.     In  witness  of  this 

**  our  agreement,  we  hereunto  interchangeably  set  our  hands  and 

«  seals,  this  14th  day  of  March,  A.  D.,  1844. 

"Attest,  Lyman  Benson." 

"  Rufus  Barron."         (l.  s.) 

"  Melinda  Barron."     (l.  s.) 

That  at  the  time  of  making  said  writing,  the  said  Rufus  did  not 
claim  any  thing  as  paid  in  towards  the  farm,  of  his  own  money, 
but  claimed  something  for  betterments,  on  account  of  bringing 
cedar  posts,  and  making  fence,  and  bringing  water ;  that  he  claimed 
in  all  for  betterments,  or  for  farm  being  in  better  condition,  some- 
thing over  $80.     That  it  was  at  that  time  figured  up  and  Mr.  A. 
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C.  Perkins,  who  was  present,  became  responsible  for  the  amount, 
to  him ;  that  there  was  included  in  this  amount,  some  hay  and 
other  articles.  That  Austin  Robinson  carried  on  the  farm  in 
1844,  under  a  written  lease  from  the  said  Azuba,  and  in  1846, 
Horatio  Spaulding  carried  on  the  farm  under  a  written  lease  from 
said  Azuba.  The  testimony  of  Alvah  C.  Perkins,  taken  and  filed, 
tended  to  prove  that  said  Azuba  purchased  a  farm  in  Royalton, 
the  20th  day  of  October,  1841,  of  Jedediah  Kilbum,  that  Rufus 
Barron  was  present  and  looked  over  the  farm  with  witness,  and  that 
said  Rufus  went  to  the  village  when  the  writings  were  made ;  that 
witness  went  to  see  that  writings  were  made  out  agreeably  to  trade, 
by  request  of  Mrs.  Azuba  Sessions ;  that  price  of  said  farm  was 
$1800,  and  $1150  of  that  sum,  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  farm, 
and  that  witness  signed  note  with  the  said  Azuba,  for  $650,  pay- 
able to  said  Kilbum,  and  due  April  1st,  1842,  and  said  Azuba 
signed  the  other  notes.  That  witness  asked  the  said  Rufus  to  sign 
the  said  note  for  $650,  with  said  Azuba,  and  said  Rufus  declined, 
saying  that  he  had  no  interest  there,  and  that  witness  had  the 
property  to  pay  for  the  farm,  and  ought  to  sign  said  note.  That 
said  Rufus  and  Melinda  were  married  in  September,  1841 ;  that 
previous  to  her  marriage,  her  name  was  Melinda  Sessions,  a  daugh- 
ter of  Darius  and  Azuba  Sessions.  That  it  was  the  talk  of  both 
said  Rufus  and  Melinda,  previous  to  their  marriage,  that  said  Me- 
linda's  property  should  not  go  into  the  possession  of  said  Rufus  on 
their  marriage,  but  should  be  kept  for  her  use,  and  none  of  it  go 
into  his  hands,  and  be  under  his  control.  That  said  Azuba  took 
the  deed  of  said  farm  with  the  consent  and  knowledge  of  said  Ru- 
fus, the  object  being  to  secure  it  for  the  benefit  and  use  of  the  said 
Melinda,  and  that  it  was  a  little  short  of  $1100  that  was  paid 
towards  said  farm,  of  said  Melinda's  property.  That  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase  of  said  farm,  said  Azuba  and  said  Melinda*s  prop- 
erty was  in  the  hands  of  witness,  amounting  to  about  $2000,  in 
notes,  and  in  addition  to  which  there  was  about  $200,  in  personal 
property.  That  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  said  Rufus  and 
Melinda,  the  said  Melinda's  property  was  in  the  hands  of  witness, 
principally  in  notes  ;  thinks  the  amount  was  between  $1600  and 
$1700,  but  had  not  settled  with  the  probate  court.  That  witness 
was  administrator  of  the  estate  of  said  Darius  Sessions,  who  died 
in  April,  1840,  and  thinks  administration  was  closed  in  October, 
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1842  ;  and  that  witness  paid  over,  of  the  money  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  said  Darius,  the  full  amount  for  said  farm,  including  prin- 
cipal and  interest. 

The  court  of  chancery,  at  the  August  adjourned  term,  1851, 
CoLLAMER,  chancellor,  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  orator's  bill 
be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

From  which  order  and  decree  the  orator  appealed. 

WdMum  Sf  Marsh  for  orator. 

The  farm  in  question  was  purchased  for  $1800 ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff insists  that  his  debtor,  Rufus  Barron,  has  an  interest  therein 
of  at  least  $300,  for  money  which  belonged  to  him  previous  to  his 
marriage,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  enable  the  plaintrff  to  reach. 
WcUerman  v.  Cochran  et  al.,  12  Vt.  699. 

Mrs.  Sessions  admitted  to  Mrs.  Burgess,  that  Rufus  had  between 
$200  and  $300  in  the  farm.  Rufus  claimed,  in  presence  of  Oli- 
ver Curtis,  that  he  had  paid  in  between  $300  and  $400 ;  and  this 
was  not  denied  by  Mrs.  Sessions.  To  Jennings,  Mrs.  Sessions 
said,  she  wanted  to  let  Riifus  have  what  he  put  in  there,  for 
fais  two  first  children,  which  she  said  was  $300. 

But  the  plaintiff  also  claims,  that  he  is  entitled  to  hold  the  farm 
for  the  residue  of  his  debt 

To  this  the  defendants  reply,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover, 
by  reason  of  the  wife's  "  equity,**  as  it  is  termed. 

That  the  wife's  "  equity "  is  never  enforced,  (in  the  absence  of 
cruel  treatment,  or  similar  cause,)  except  when  the  husband  or  his 
assignee  is  attempting  to  reduce  to  possession,  that  which  is  the 
property  of  the  wife,  and  which  cannot  be  obtained  without  resort 
to  a  court  of  chancery.  If  the  husband  have  once  reduced  the 
property  into  possession,  it  is  his  absolutely,  and  equity  will  not 
restrain  or  limit  his  use  of  it.  Story's  Eq.  631,  633,  634,  635. 
Jetffson  V.  Maulson,  2  Atk.  417.  Vanduzee  v.  Vanduzee,  6  Paige 
370,  371.  1  Mad.  Ch.  387-8.  2  Kent  141.  Murray  v.  Ld. 
EUhank,  10  Ves.  90.     Howard  v.  Moffatt,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  206. 

But  in  this  case  there  is  no  attempt  to  reduce  to  the  husbands 
possession,  the  property  of  the  wife. 

The  parol  agreement  before  mamage,  is  simply  nugatory.  It 
\%  void,  hoih  at  law  and  in  equity.  Rev.  St.  316.  1  Mad.  Ch. 
297-8.     Montacute  v.  Maxwell,  1  P.  Wms.  618.     Newland  on 
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Cont  191-3.  Reade  v.  Limngsian,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  481.  Ihm- 
da$  y.  Dutens,  1  Yes.  199. 

And  in  asserting  the  wife's  "  equiiy^^  such  anti-nuptial  parol 
agreement  does  not  vary  the  rights  of  the  parties,  for  her  equity 
is  recognized  and  asserted,  precisely  to  the  same  extent  without, 
as  with  it ;  this  case  should  therefore  be  considered  precisely  as 
though  no  such  previous  agreement  existed.  The  mo7iey^  which 
came  into  the  hands  of  the  husband  from  his  wife's  estate,  became, 
by  the  operation  of  positive  law,  by  the  mere  act  of  his  receiving 
it,  his  absolute  property.  UdaU  v.  Kennetfy  3  Conn.  599.  Legg 
V.  Legg,  8  Mass.  101.  1  Madd.  Ch.  381-2.  Ward  v.  Morrilly  1 
D.  Ch.  322. 

And  the  trust  which  was  created  in  Mrs.  Sessions,  by  her  tak- 
ing to  herself  the  deed  of  land  so  paid  for,  was  a  trust  in  favor 
of  the  husband,  and  not  of  the  wife. 

The  orator  therefore,  is  not  seeking,  as  assignee  of  the  husband, 
to  reduce  to  possession  the  property  of  the  wife^  but  to  obtain  sat- 
isfaction for  his  debt  from  what  is  absolutely  the  property  of  the 
husband.  ' 

And  the  defendants  can  derive  no  aid  from  the  post  nuptial 
agreement  of  March  14th,  1844,  for  that  recites  no  previous  agree- 
ment, is  made  without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  and  is  utterly 
void.     1  Story  Eq.  653  -  4. 

But  if  any  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  anti-nuptial  agreement  as 
connected  with  the  acts  of  the  parties  after  marriage,  it  should 
merely  be  to  effectuate  the  evident  intent  of  the  parties,  by  treat- 
ing the  property  of  the  wife  as  real  estate.  The  object  of  the  par- 
ties was,  as  stated  by  the  wife,  to  prevent  the  property  being  ex- 
pended, and  to  prevent  its  being  inherited  by  the  husband's  chil- 
dren by  a  former  marriage,  and  for  this,  they  chose  to  invest  the 
money  in  land,  on  which  they  might  all  live  together.  The  most, 
then,  which  the  wife  can  claim,  is  that  the  property  should  be 
treated  as  though  it  had  been  land,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage. 

If  the  property  is  so  considered,  then,  by  positive  law,  the  usu- 
fruct of  the  real  estate  became,  by  operation  of  the  marriage,  ab- 
solutely the  property  of  the  husband  ;  and  the  orator,  whose  levy 
is  sufficient  to  embrace  this,  is  seeking  to  obtain,  to  this  extent, 
the  property,  not  of  the  wife  but  of  the  husband.  Vanduzee  v. 
Vanduzee,  6  Paige  3G6,  370. 
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This  right  of  the  husband  is  analogous  to  his  interest  in  the 
wife's  trust  of  a  term,  or  her  legal  estate  of  a  term.  It  is  abso- 
lutely the  property  of  the  husband,  and  not  subject  to  the  wife's 
equity,  and  his  assignment  of  it  is  valid.  Tumt^%  Case^  1  Vern. 
7.  Tudor  V.  Sample,  2  Vern.  270.  Jewson  v.  Maxdson^  2  Atk. 
421.    Newland  on  Cont  124.     1  Mad.  Ch.  387. 

But  this  is  not  a  case  where  chancery  will  enforce  the  wife's 
equity  against  the  husband,  or  his  creditor.  The  wife  lives  sepa- 
rate  from  her  husband  voluntarily,  without  pretense  of  abuse  or  ill 
usage  on  his  part,  and  when  all  the  evidence  shows  him  to  be  an 
industrious,  prudent  man,  and  that  he  has  always  provided  well  for 
his  family.  To  grant  a  separate  maintainance  to  the  wife,  would 
perpetuate  this  condition  of  things,  contrary  to  the  established  pol- 
icy of  the  court  of  chancery.  2  Story's  Eq.  651.  Cooper  v. 
Cleason,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  521.  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  4  Paige  516. 
BuUock  V.  Menzies,  4  Ves.  798.     Duncan  v.  Duncan,  19  Ves  394. 

But  the  wife's  estate  was  between  $1600  and  $1700.  There  is 
no  pretense  that  her  husband  has  ever  received  to  his  own  use, 
more  than  a  very  small  portion  of  it.  If  the  wife  is  entitled,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  any  provision,  she  is  not,  by  the  established 
usage  of  this  court,  entitled  to  the  whole,  1  Daniel's  Ch.  Pr.  140. 
Burden  v.  Dean,  2  Ves.  608.      Wright  v.  Morleg,  11  Ves.  20,  21. 

And  the  case  should  be  referred  to  a  master,  to  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  entire  fund,  the  amount  received  by  th  •  IiiL>l>andto 
his  own  personal  use,  and  to  report  his  opinion  as  to  wiint  should 
be  allowed  to  the  wife. 

Tracy,  Converse  Sf  Barrett  for  defendants. 

The  bill  is  brought  on  the  ground  of  an  alledged  fraud  in  the 
investment  of  Rufus  Barron's  money  in  the  farm,  and  taking  the 
deed  to  the  name  of  Mrs.  Sessions. 

The  bill  must  be  sustained  on  that  ground,  if  sustained  at  all. 

Objections  to  sustaining  the  bill  on  that  ground. 

1.  If  Rufus  Barron  was  party  to  the  alledged  fraud,  he  could 
not  get  relieved  as  against  Mrs.  Sessions,  either  in  equity  or  law. 
1  Story's  Eq.  364. 

Unless  the  orator  was  affected  by  the  fraud,  he  can  stand  only 
on  the  same  ground  as  Rufus,  and  can  claim  no  relief. 

2.  The  orator  is  not  affected  by  the  alledged  fraud,  for  three 
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reasons.  First.  He  was  not  a  creditor  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
ofthe/amiy  and  could  not  have  been  in  contemplation  so  as  to  be 
such  in  future.  There  is  no  legal  implication  of  fraud  only  in  case 
of  existing  present  creditors.  1  Story*s  Eq.  347-8,  354,  and  note 
2.  8  Wheat.  U.  S.  Rep.  229.  5  Cond.  Rep.  419.  Second.  No 
fraud  was  in  fact  intended  or  committed.  The  answer  denies 
it,  €ind  the  whole  transaction  as  shown  bj  the  proof,  repels  any 
such  idea.  Third.  Asa  T.  Barron  never  was  a  creditor.  The 
claim  of  the  answer  is  sustained  by  the  legitimate  result  and  force 
of  the  proof,  viz.,  that  Rufus  was  not  indebted  as  alledged,  but  the 
proceeding  was  undertaken,  to  wrest  from  Mrs.  Session's  hands, 
her  daughter's  money  invested  in  the  farm.  The  answer  alledges, 
and  the  proof  leads  to  the  result,  that  in  1846  Rufus  was  poor  and 
had  no  credit,  on  which  to  base  an  indebtedness  then  accruing  of 
$800. 

3.  But  on  the  ground  of  the  right  of  a  judgment  creditor  to  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  chancery,  to  enable  him  to  reach  property  of  his 
debtor  held  in  trust,  the  orator  cannot  prevail  in  this  suit.  First. 
We  submit,  there  is  no  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  Rufus  Barron. 
None  of  his  money  was  paid  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.  A  sub- 
sequent advance  of  money  after  the  purchase  is  completed,  cannot 
by  relation,  attach  a  trust  to  the  original  purchase.  Botsford  v. 
Bum,  2  J.  C.  405,  409.     Pinney  v.  Fellows,  15  Vt.  525. 

This  purchase  was  completed  at  the  time  the  notes  and  mort- 
gage were  executed  and  delivered.  The  money  claimed  to  have 
been  paid  by  Rufus  could  only  be  treated  as  a  subsequent  advance 
giving  no  interest  in  the  real  estate  by  way  of  trust. 

The  evidence  rebuts  any  presumption  of  a  resulting  trust ;  even 
if  it  were  true,  that  Rufus  Barron  paid  on  the  notes  $200  or  $300, 
of  his  own  money.     2  Story's  Eq.  445. 

The  entire  understanding  was,  that  the  purchase  was  made  and 
the  title  was  taken  to  Mrs.  Sessions,  for  the  benefit  alone,  of  Mrs. 
Sessions  and  Melinda. 

Such  was  Rufus  Barron's  understanding  and  agreement,  and 
any  other  claim  or  pretense  now,  is  a  fraud  on  Mrs.  Sessions  and 
Melinda. 

Again,  Rufus  Barron  is  not  asserting  any  trust.  There  is  no 
declaration  or  creation  of  trust  in  his  favor.  It  is  left  to  arise  by 
implication  of  law,  from  the  ^oc^  of  payment  of  purchase  money. 
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Until  the  person  paying,  sets  up  and  claims  a  trust,  the  implica- 
tion is,  a  gift  of  the  money  or  a  voluntary  conveyance ;  which  be- 
ing without  fraud  is  valid  against  both  the  donor  and  his  subse- 
quent creditors. 

In  order  to  establish  a  resulting  trust,  it  must  be  shown  by  clear 
proof  that  the  money  of  Rufus  has  gone  into  the  purchase  of  the 
farm.  This  does  not  appear  from  the  proof  as  it  now  stands. 
Boyd  V.  McLane,  1  Johns.  C.  R.  590.  Botsford  v.  Burr,  2  Johns. 
R.405. 

But  a  full  answer  to  the  pretense  of  claim  by  way  of  resulting 
trast  is,  the  bill  is  not  framed  in  any  such  view  and  cannot  be 
uaed  for  any  such  purpose. 

On  the  main  subject  we  submit  two  views,  embracing  and  dis- 
posing of  the  whole  case : 

1.  If  all  the  money  claimed  in  the  bill  was  Melinda's,  then  the 
trast  inures  to  her  benefit  in  entire  exclusion  of  her  husband  and 
bis  creditors.  The  case  of  Pinney  v.  Fellows,  15  Vt.  525,  and 
Porter  v.  Bank  of  BxUland  et  aL,  19  Vt.  410,  are  conclusive,  both 
that  the  whole  money  coming  from  her  father's  estate  was  hers 
as  against  her  husband,  and  that  she  is  the  exclusive  cestui  que 
trust. 

2.  If  the  whole  $1100  was  in  fact  the  legal  property  of  Rufus 
before  it  was  invested  in  the  farm,  by  its  investment  it  became  a 
trust  exclusively  in  favor  of  the  wife,  which  neither  he  nor  his 
subsequent  creditors  can  reach. 

It  was  invested  under  an  anti-nuptial  agreement,  which  was 
executed  not  only  by  the  marriage,  but  by  the  actual  investment 
of  the  money  in  trust. 

The  statute  of  frauds  does  not  affect  the  case.  This  is  not  a 
case  in  which  the  wife  is  undertaking  to  enforce  an  executoiy 
anti-nuptial  agreement  resting  in  parol  by  action  brought  by  her  or 
her  representatives.  See  Pinney  v.  Fellows,  as  to  post-nuptial 
agreement. 

The  contract  was  executed.  The  action  is  brought  by  a  subse- 
quent fictitious  creditor  of  the  husband  against  the  trustee. 

The  husband  could  not  repudiate  the  settlement,  and  reclaim 
the  money  as  a  trust  in  his  favor  by  a  bill  against  either  the  trus- 
tee or  the  wife,  or  both  together.  Ward  v.  Morrill  et  al.,  1  D. 
Chip.  R.  322.     Nor  can  the  creditor  any  more  than  the  husband. 
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The  creditors  can  only  do  it  when  they  have  been  defrauded  by 
the  voluntary  conveyance  or  settlement,  and  generally  subsequent 
creditors  cannot  be  so  defrauded.  Newland  on  Cont.  384.  7 
Pet.  R.  393.  1  Story  Eq.  Ju.  §  355,  §  361,  §  362.  Sexton  v. 
Wheaton,  5  Cond.  Rep.  429. 

The  proof  shows,  that  the  farm  was  purchased  pursuant  to  a 
contract  embracing  also  a  contract  of  marriage  —  securing  prop- 
erty to  her  sole  use.  The  object  is  to  overhaul  and  diminish  the 
provision  thus  made.     2  Story  Eq.  Ju.  631,  close  of  §  1405. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  object  of  this  bill  in  chancery  is  to  perfect  the 
title  of  the  orator  to  that  portion  of  the  premises  therein  described, 
which  was  conveyed  by  Jedediah  Kilbum  to  Azuba  Sessions,  and 
upon  which  his  execution  against  Rufus  Barron  was  levied.  The 
bill  charges,  that  the  premises  were  contracted  for  at  the  price  of 
$1800,  that  the  deed  was  executed  to  Mrs.  Sessions  for  the  pur- 
pose of  keeping  the  property  from  the  creditors  of  Rufus  Barron, 
and  that  a  fraudulent  agreement  to  that  effect  was  made  between 
them.  The  orator  further  states,  that  Rufus  Barron  was  possessed 
of  $1100  in  money,  and  paid  that  amount  towards  the  purchase, 
and  insists,  that  to  that  extent  Rufus  Barron  has  an  equitable  in- 
terest in  the  land,  subject  to  be  taken  on  his  execution,  and  that  a 
legal  title  to  the  premises  upon  which  his  execution  was  levied, 
should  be  perfected  in  him  by  decree  of  this  court. 

The  bill  is  taken  as  confessed  by  Rufus  Barron,  but  answered 
by  the  other  defendants.  Mrs.  Sessions,  in  her  answer,  denies 
the  facts  stated,  and  the  whole  equity  of  the  orator's  bill.  The 
defendants  Baxter  and  Parkhurst,  admit,  that  they  are  grantees 
&d  purchasers  of  the  premises  by  regular  conveyances  from  Mrs. 
Sessions  to  Baxter  and  from  Baxter  to  Parkhurst,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyances  they  respectively  had  notice  of  the  ora- 
tor's attachment ;  so  that  their  right  and  title  is  held  subject  to 
the  claim  of  the  orator  under  his  attachment,  as  it  may  be  per- 
fected at  law  or  in  equity.  The  recovery  of  the  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  orator  r.  Rufus  Barron,  the  issuing  an  execution  there- 
on, and  the  levy  of  the  same  on  the  premises  in  question,  are  facts 
not  disputed ;  and  it  is  equally  undeniable,  that  the  orator  has 
laid  a  proper  foundation  for  sustaining  this  bill,  by  exhausting  his 
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remedies  at  law  in  seeking  satisfaction  of  his  execution.  The  con- 
veyance from  Eilburn  to  Mrs.  Sessions  was  made  October  20, 
1841,  jand  was  paid  for  at  the  time  bj  the  notes  of  Mrs.  Sessions, 
with  the  understanding,  however,  that  the  notes  were  to  be  paid 
by  the  application  of  about  $1,100  coming  to  Melinda,  the  wife  of 
Rufus  Barron,  from  the  estate  of  her  father,  and  which  was  then 
in  the  hands  of  the  administrator ;  and  the  balance  was  to  be  paid 
by  Mrs.  Sessions  from  her  own  estate.  It  is  evident,  from  the 
testimony  in  the  case,  that  the  deed  was  executed  to  Mrs.  Ses- 
sions by  the  request  of  Melinda,  and  with  the  consent  of  Rufiis 
Barron,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  the  amount  so  paid  from  the 
distributive  share  of  Melinda  in  the  hands  of  her  mother,  as  trus- 
tee, to  preserve  the  same  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit  and  as  her 
separate  estate,  so  that  in  no  event  it  should  become  the  property 
of  her  husband,  or  subject  to  the  inheritance  of  his  children  by  a 
former  wife.  The  case  is  free,  therefore,  from  any  question  of 
fraud  in  fact,  arising  from  the  execution  of  the  deed  to  Mrs.  Ses- 
sions ;  for  it  does  not  appear,  that  Rufus  Barron  was  any  where 
indebted  at  that  time,  and  the  claim  of  the  orator  accrued  several 
years  after  this  transaction. 

Mrs.  Sessions  admits,  however,  that  her  personal  interest  is 
only  to  the  extent  of  about  $700,  and  that  she  holds  the  remain- 
der as  trustee  for  her  daughter  Melinda ;  and  insists  that  it  be- 
longs to  Melinda  as  her  separate  property,  independent  of  any 
daim  of  her  husband  or  his  creditors.  This  answer  is  conclusive 
upon  her  as  to  the  extent  of  her  personal  interest  in  the  premises ; 
and  though  the  deed  may  contain  the  statement,  that  its  consider- 
ation was  paid  by  Mrs.  Sessions,  and  contains  no  recital  of  a  trust 
interest,  yet,  she  is  as  much  chargeable  as  trustee,  by  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  trust  in  her  answer,  as  if  the  deed  contained 
an  express  declaration  of  the  trust.  2  Story's  £q.  §  1201,  and 
note  2.     2  Atk.  155. 

The  important  inquiry,  therefore,  in  the  case  is,  who  is  really 
the  cestui  que  trugt  under  this  deed,  of  that  portion  of  the  premises 
paid  for  by  Melinda's  share  from  the  estate  of  her  father  ?  The 
question  is  presented  free  from  any  embarrassment  arising  from 
questions  of  fact ;  for  we  learn  from  the  testimony,  that  the  mar- 
riage of  Rufus  Barron  with  Melinda  took  place  Sept.  6,  1841, 
while  her  father  deceased  April  11,  1840;  so  that  the  distributive 
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share  vested  in  the  wife  of  Rufus  Barron  prior  to  their  marriage^ 
and  her  title  thereto,  though  not  reduced  to  her  actual  possession, 
became  absolute  and  unconditional. 

We  are  enabled  to  obtain  an  answer  to  the  inquiry,  which  of 
these  parties  is  entitled  to  that  trust  estate  contained  in  the  deed 
to  Azuba  Sessions,  bj  ascertaining  to  whom  belonged  the  moneif 
which  wcu  paid  for  its  purchase.  For  it  is  a  common  principle 
in  equity,  ^^  that  where  one  buys  land  in  the  name  of  another  and 
^  pays  the  consideration  money,  the  land  will  generally  be  held  by 
^  the  grantee  in  trust  for  the  person  who  so  pays  the  consideration.'' 
This,  says  Justice  Stort,  ^  is  an  established  doctrine,  and  not 
"open  to  controversy."  2  Story's  Eq.  §  1201,  and  note  2.  Sudi 
conveyances  create  a  resulting  trust,  which  is  not  the  subject  of 
seizure  or  sale.  But  by  the  levy  of  an  execution  upon  the  prem- 
ises there  is  created  an  equity  in  behalf  of  the  creditor,  which  can 
be  reached  by  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery ;  and  this  is  one  of 
the  most  important  sources  of  equitable  jurisdiction  and  power. 
McDermot  v.  Strong^  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  687.  ScoU  v.  Scholeg^  8 
East  467.     Waterman  v.  Cochran  et  al,  12  Vt.  699. 

If  in  this  case  the  money  paid  for  the  land  was  the  property  of 
the  wife,  constituted  part  of  her  separate  property,  and  was  sub- 
ject to  her  sole  disposition  and  use,  then  it  is  evident  a  court  of 
equity  should  protect  it  for  her  benefit.  But  if  by  the  marriage, 
or  otherwise,  that  money  became  the  absolute  property  of  Rufbs 
Barron,  and  as  such  was  vested  in  real  estate,  then  he  has  the 
equitable  interest  therein ;  he  alone  is  the  cestui  que  trusty  and  the 
property  is  held  by  the  trustee  for  his  benefit.  In  such  case  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  court  of  equity  to  protect  the  title  of  thb  plaintiff 
under  his  levy,  by  decreeing  the  payment  of  his  execution,  or  the 
conveyance  of  the  legal  interest  in  the  premises  upon  which  the 
execution  was  levied,  as  prayed  for  in  the  bill. 

At  common  law,  by  the  marriage  the  husband  is  seized  of  the 
freehold,  jure  uxoris,  of  all  lands,  of  which  she  was  seized  of  an 
estate  of  inheritance,  at  the  time  of  their  marriage.  Co.  Litt. 
351,  a.  And  he  takes^  he  rents  and  profits  during  their  joint 
lives,  and,  in  case  of  his  survivorship,  in  some  cases,  during  his 
natural  life,  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy.  If  she  is  seized  of  an  efr* 
tate  for  her  own  life,  or  per  outer  vie,  the  husband  is  seized  thereof 
in  right  of  his  wife,  and  is  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits.    To 
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all  her  chattels  real,  the  husband  becomes  entitled,  with  the 
power  to  sell  and  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same,  as  he  pleases 
during  his  life ;  and  in  case  of  his  sarvivorship  thej  become  abso- 
lutely his.  Of  all  her  personal  chattels  capable  of  immediate  and 
actual  possession,  he  becomes  likewise  the  absolute  owner.  To 
her  chases  in  action^  as  debts  due  bj  bond,  note,  simple  contract^ 
or  otherwise,  he  has  a  qualified  right,  rendered  absolute  by  re- 
ducing them  into  possession  during  coverture ;  if  not  so  reduced, 
they  pass  to  the  administrator  of  the  wife.     2  Kent's  Com.  113. 

This  right  of  the  husband  to  the  property  of  the  wife  is  ac- 
quired in  consideration  of  the  obligation  resting  upon  him  by  the 
marriage  to  pay  her  debts,  as  well  as  to  maintain  her  and  her 
children.  But  while  this  right  is  given  to  the  husband  over  the 
property  of  the  wife,  no  provision  at  common  law  is  made  to 
secure  the  performance  of  the  corresponding  duties  of  the  hus- 
Imnd  to  the  wife, — as  having  this  claim  to  her  property,  he  is 
enabled  to  transfer  and  dispose  of  it,  or,  upon  his  bankruptcy  and 
insolvency,  the  property  would  vest  in  his  assignees  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  creditors,  and  his  wife,  whatever  may  have  been  her 
fortune,  may,  with  her  children,  be  left  destitute  of  the  means  of 
subsistence.  To  remedy  this  deficiency  in  the  conmion  law,  courts 
of  equity,  from  the  earliest  period,  have  exercised  their  power  by 
giving  to  the  wife  a  right  to  a  provision  out  of  her  own  property, 
and  which  is  termed,  the  equity  of  the  wife.  It  was  foniufriy  con- 
sidered, that  this  equity  could  be  protected  only  where  the  husband 
was  seeking  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  obtain  possession  of 
the  wife's  property.  1  P.  Wms.  460.  2  Story's  Eq.  §  1414. 
Bat  since  the  case  of  Lady  Elibank  v.  Mantoliere,  5  Yes.  737,  the 
wife  is  permitted  to  actively  assert  her  claim  in  equity,  as  plain- 
tiff. ^The  equity  is  the  same,  in  whatever  form  or  by  whomso- 
**  ever  presented."     1  Lead.  Cas.  in  £q.  333. 

It  was  also  formerly  considered,  that  this  equity  was  confined 
to  the  absolute  personal  property  of  the  wife.  But  afterwards  it 
was  extended  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  real  estate,  in  which  she 
liad  a  life  interest  And  at  the  pres«^  t  day  this  equity  has  a 
more  extensive  application,  and  is  attached  to  the  rents  and  prof- 
its of  all  her  real  estate,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  whether  they 
are  of  inheritance,  or  for  life,  and  whether  leasehold  estates,  or  a 
trust  term  for  years.     Clancey  445-6.     5  MyL  &,  Craig  97,  101 
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to  103,  Sturgis  v.  Champneys,  4  Hare  1.  Hanson  v.  Keaiing^  2 
Story's  Eq.  §  1410.  And  whatever  qualification  may  be  found  in 
the  application  of  this  doctrine  to  different  cases,  that  qualification 
has  no  existence,  where  the  husband  and  wife  2i,ve\W\i\g  separate  and 
apartj  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  nor  in  case  of  the 
bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  of  the  husband.  5  Vesey  517,  Lamb  v. 
Milnes.  10  Beav.  324,  Wilkinson  v.  Charlestporth,  and  Maisach 
v.  Lyster.  In  which  Lord  Langdale  disapproved  of  the  case 
Vaughan  v.  Burk,  13  Sim.  404. 

In  relation  to  her  personal  property,  as  well  as  her  choses  in  ac^ 
Hon,  this  equity  of  the  wife  will  equally  be  protected.  It  has 
been,  and  with  some  qualifications,  is  now  held,  that  if  her  person- 
al property  had  been  actually  reduced  into  possession,  and  is  not 
a  mere  right  or  thing  in  action,  so  that  a  complete  legal  right  is 
vested  in  the  husband,  the  wife's  equity  can  no  longer  be  enforced. 
1  Eq.  Lead.  Cas.  351.  And  that  whenever  he  was  pursuing  the 
common  remedies  at  law  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  into  possession, 
the  personal  property  of  the  wife,  courts  of  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere, but  will  ordinarily  remain  passive.  2  Story's  Eq.  §  1403. 
But  it  is  now  held,  and  the  cases  are  not  unfrequent,  in  which  the 
husband  has  been  restrained  by  injunction  from  enforcing  his  legal 
remedies  to  obtain  the  wife's  property,  or  reducing  to  possession, 
the  wife's  choses  in  action,  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  her  equity 
to  a  settlement.  2  Kent  121  and  note  6.  Clancey  on  Mar.  Wom. 
466.  1  Eden  506,  Mason  v.  Masters.  1  Roper  on  Hus.  and 
Wife,  271.  2  Sim.  167,  Pierce  v.  Thormby.  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  477, 
Kinney  v.  UdaU.  4  Paige,  74,  Van  Epps  v.  Van  Deusen,  and 
this  is  regarded  as  a  salutary  rule  in  case  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
husband,  or  separation  from  his  wife  without  fault  on  her  part. 
In  the  case  of  Eedes  v.  JSedes,  11  Sim.  569,  it  was  held,  that  where 
a  married  woman  left  her  husband,  and  was  living  separate  from 
him,  but  not  in  a  state  of  adultery,  she  was  entitled  to  a  settlement 
out  of  a  sum  in  stock,  to  which  her  husband  had  become  entitled  in 
her  right.  If  the  husband  has  obtained  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty without  suit,  and  it  stiU  remains  in  his  hands,  he  will,  in  many 
cases,  be  adjudged  the  trustee  of  the  wife ;  this  was  so  decided 
in  this  State  in  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Bank  of  Rutland,  19  Vt. 
410.  2  Kent  146.  Clancey  260.  If  the  property  of  the  wife  have 
been  received  and  appropriated  by  the  husband  to  his  use,  other 
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orcomstances  must  determine,  whether  the  vrife  has  lost  her  equi- 
tj.  If  they  were  liviDg  together,  and  the  property  have  come 
iDto  his  possession,  and  so  have  been  appropriated  by  her  consent, 
it  will  be  presumed  a  gift  to  her  husband,  and  her  equity  will  be 
lost.  But  if  the  property  have  been  so  appropriated  under  circum- 
stances showing  that  it  was  to  be  repaid,  then  she  will  stand  in 
equity,  as  the  creditor  of  the  husband,  and  her  claim  will  be  en- 
forced against  his  executors.  Thus  where  a  wife  advances  mon- 
ey from  her  separate  property,  to  redeem  a  mortgage  on  her  hus- 
band's estate  and  takes  a  receipt  for  the  money,  she  will  stand  in 
the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  and  the  heir  must  redeem  it  from  the 
wife.  Reeve's  Dom.  Rel.  165.  And  Lord  Thublow  ruled,  that 
if  a  wife  mortgaged  her  separate  real  estate  for  her  husband's  ben- 
efit|  it  will  be  considered  the  debt  of  the  husband,  and  that  it  should 
be  satisfied  out  of  the  assets  of  the  husband's  estate.  1  Ves.  186, 
(Xnian  v.  Hooper ;  and  Judge  Reeves  remarks,  that  wherever 
it  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that  the  wife  had  claimed,  that  her 
husband  was  debtor,  or  that  he  had  recognised  himself  as  such  by 
proposing  to  pay  her,  she  is  considered,  on  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, as  a  creditor.     Reeve's  Dom.  Rel.  165. 

This  equity  of  the  wife,  is  also  sustained  in  relation  to  the  dis- 
tributive share  of  an  estate,  to  which  she  is  entitled  by  inheritance, 
and  whether  that  right  became  vested  in  her  before  or  after  mar- 
riage. The  right  of  the  husband  to  that  species  of  property  is 
purely  marital,  and  which  a  creditor  cannot  exercise  for  the  hus- 
bandy  against  his  will.  In  New  Hampshire,  in  the  case  of  Pw' 
9onM  ▼.  Parsons,  9  N.  H.  809,  it  was  held,  that  a  distributive  share 
of  an  intestate  estate,  to  which  a  feme  covert  is  heir,  does  not  vest 
absolutely  in  the  husband,  but  he  has  simply  the  same  qualified 
right  that  he  has  to  her  other  choses  irk  action.  The  same  doc- 
trine was  sustained  in  Wheeler  v.  Moore  and  TV. — Parker,  C.  J., 
uses  this  emphatic  language : — ^  That  a  husband  has  a  right  to 
^  claim  such  distributive  share  to  his  own  use,  but  that  he  is  not 
^  oWged  to  exercise  that  right.  If  he  omit  so  to  do,  on  his  death, 
^  the  right  will  survive  to  the  wife  in  her  own  right,  and  as  heir 
**  to  the  estate,  and  if  he  neglect  or  refuse  to  reduce  it  to  posses- 
**  sion,  it  is  dear,  that  aAer  his  death,  neither  his  heirs,  or  credit- 
**  orS|  could  assert  any  claim  to  it."  And  it  was  held  in  that  case, 
that  such  property,  until  so  reduced  to  possession,  was  not  at  law 
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sabject  to  an  attachment  at  the  suit  of  the  creditors  of  the  hus* 
band,  or  to  the  process  of  foreign  attachment.  12  N.  H.  164, 
Marston  v.  Carter, 

In  Mass.,  at  law,  the  decisions  are  otherwise,  and  the  interest 
of  the  husband  in  his  wife's  distributive  share  of  an  intestate  es« 
tate  is  subject  to  be  attached,  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator, 
by  the  trustee  process,  at  the  suit  of  a  creditor  of  the  hosband. 
This  right  is  there,  as  it  is  now  in  this  State,  ^ven  by  express 
statute,  and  extends  to  legacies  and  other  effects  in  the  hands  of 
the  administrator.  C.  109  §  62  :  20  Pick.  563.  Wheeler  v.  Bow- 
en.  Ibid.  517,  Hay  word  v.  Hayword.  But  in  the  last  case  it 
was  held,  that  if  the  husband  died  without  reducing  the  property 
into  possession,  it  survived  to  the  wife.  And  in  the  case  of  Davit 
V.  Newton  J  6  Met  537,  on  a  bill  in  equity,  it  was  ruled,  that  what- 
ever  may  be  the  rights  of  the  creditors  at  law,  yet  at  any  time  be- 
fore distribution,  the  court  will  protect  the  equity  of  the  wife,  and 
compel  them  to  make  suitable  provision  for  her  support,  and  that 
of  her  children. 

In  New  York,  Chancellor  Kent  observes : — 2  Kent  123,  114, 
that  the  leading  provisions  and  principles  of  the  English  courts  of 
equity,  have  been  incorporated  into  the  equity  jurisprudence  of 
that  State,  and  that  legacies  and  distributive  shares  accruing  to 
the  wife  during  coverture,  stand  on  the  same  footing,  the  husband 
having  simply  a  qualified  interest  therein,  subject  to  the  equity  cX 
the  wife.  G  Johns.  Ch.  178,  Haviland  v.  Bloom,  5  Johns.  Ch. 
198,  Schuyler  v.  Hayhe, 

In  this  State,  a  similar  view  has  been  entertained ;  and  the  case 
of  Short  V.  Sampson  and  Trustee,  10  Vt.  446,  contains  the  ele- 
ments of  the  doctrine  in  relation  to  the  equity  of  the  wife,  as  it  ia 
held  by  the  courts  of  chancery  in  England  and  most  of  the  States  j 
in  this  country.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  as  in  New  Hampshi 
**  that  the  husband  has  no  such  interest  in  money  decreed  by  t 
"  probate  court  to  be  paid  to  the  wife  by  the  administrator,  as  h 
"  distributive  share  in  her  ancestor's  estate,  as  could  be  attach 
"  by  the  creditors  of  the  husband ;"  and  the  reason  assigned 
this — "  that  the  right  of  the  husband  to  this  share,  even  afler 
"  cree  of  distribution,  is  only  conditional ;  no  specific  money  pas 
"  es  by  the  decree.  It  is,  at  most,  a  mere  chose  in  actiony  and 
<*  such,  belongs  to  the  wife,  until  the  husband  reduce  it  to  poss 
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"  sion."  And  in  relation  to  the  equity  of  the  wife,  the  court  say, 
^  that  in  chancery,  such  chases  in  action  are  treated  as  the  sepa- 
"  rate  property  of  the  wife,  and  on  application  will  interfere  to  pre- 
"  vent  the  husband  from  squandering  such  property,  and  compel 
"  him  to  make  suitable  provision  for  the  wife,  or  else  appoint  a  re- 
^  ceiver  for  her  benefit ;  and  that  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  per- 
**  mit  the  creditors  of  the  husband  to  reach  such  property."  In 
this  case,  there  is  made  a  direct  application  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
wife's  equity  to  her  distributive  share  in  the  estate  of  her  ances- 
tors, as  against  the  husband  and  his  creditors.  In  all  these  cases, 
to  which  we  have  referred,  the  property  of  the  wife,  whether  ac- 
quired by  gift,  devise,  or  inheritance,  before  or  during  coverture, 
is  regarded  as  the  property  of  the  wife  and  not  of  the  husband ; — 
and  if  that  right  has  not  been  expressly  and  formally  waived,  or 
forfeited  by  misconduct,  it  will  be  protected  in  equity  against  the 
husband  in  any  proceedings,  which  may  be  adopted  at  law,  or  oth- 
erwise, for  the  purpose  of  reducing  it  to  his  possession.  And 
will  be  equally  protected  against  his  assignees,  or  creditors ;  for 
it  has  been  justly  observed,  that  the  **  equity  of  the  wife  is  para- 
^  mount  to  the  interests,  powers,  and  rights  of  the  husband,  and 
"of  all  persons  dealing  with  him."  1  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.,  352; — 
and  by  Lord  Langdale  it  was  held,  that  this  protection  would 
be  equally  extended  to  the  income  of  the  property,  in  case  of  the 
insolvency  of  the  husband,  or  their  separation.  10  Beau.  324, 
Wilkinson  v.  Ckarlesworth. 

The  amount  embraced  within  this  equity  of  the  wife,  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court ;  formerly  it  was  limited  to  one  half. — 
In  the  case  of  Z)arw  v.  Newton,  6  Met.  544,  "  it  was  held  by  Ch. 
"  J.  Shaw,  that  the  amount  depended  upon  circumstances — as  the 
"  amount  of  the  property  belonging  to  the  wife,  her  age,  health, 
"  and  condition,  as  well  as  the  number,  age  and  condition  of  her  chil- 
"  dren.  In  this  respect,  where  the  matter  comes  properly  before 
"the  court,  it  is  competent  for  the  chancellor  to  obtain  the  aid  of 
"  a  master  to  inquire  into  their  circumstances,  and  to  report  what 
"  sum  would  be  a  suitable  provision.  But  in  cases  where  the  pro- 
"  perty  is  small,  and  has  been  kept  entirely  distinct  from  the  hus- 
**  band,  and  where  it  is  evident,  that  the  exigences  of  the  family 
"  require  it,  it  would  be  proper  to  appropriate  the  whole  of  such 
**  property  to  the  use  of  the  wife  and  her  children  ;"  and  also  the 
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interest  or  income  of  the  property,  in  case  of  their  separation,  or 
insolvency.  1  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.,  353.  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  464, 
478.     6  W.  25.     3  KcUy  193,  205. 

The  application  of  these  principles,  to  this  case,  is  not  a  matter 
of  much  difficulty.  The  money,  to  which  the  wife  of  Rufus  Bar- 
ron was  entitled  by  inheritance  from  the  estate  of  her  father,  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  adminbtrator  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  and 
purchase  of  the  farm.  But  little  has  been  paid  to  her ;  some  was 
paid  to  her  husband,  by  her  consent.  The  arrangement,  for  the 
purchase  of  the  farm  and  manner  of  payment  therefor,  was  a  mat- 
ter of  mutual  consent  and  agreement  between  the  husband  and 
wife  and  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  property  as 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife ;  and  the  amount  paid  by  the  ad- 
ministrator to  the  holder  of  the  notes  given  for  the  farm,  was  paid 
in  pursuance  of  that  mutual  arrangement  and  agreement ;  and  to 
that  extent,  we  think  it  clear,  that  the  money  paid  was  the  prop- 
erty of  the  wife.  And  it  is  equally  evident,  that  the  same  conse- 
quences follow  in  relation  to  the  money  handed  by  the  adminis- 
trator to  the  husband  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  balance  due 
on  those  notes  from  the  wife.  The  facts  in  relation  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  money  was  handed  to  him  by  the  administrator, 
are  not  disputed.  When  requested  by  the  administrator,  he  refused 
to  collect  the  notes  belonging  to  his  wife,  for  the  purpose  of  pay- 
ing the  notes  given  for  the  farm,  saying  that  no  part  of  that  es- 
tate should  come  into  his  hands, — ^but  he  consented,  if  the  money 
was  collected  by  the  administrator,  to  carry  the  money  to  the  hold- 
ers of  the  notes,  if  it  would  be  an  accommodation  to  him. 

If  this,  as  has  been  contended  by  counsel,  can  be  considered  as 
a  reduction  of  this  property  into  possession  by  the  husband,  still 
as  it  was  immediately  applied  upon  the  notes  given  for  the  land,  in 
pursuance  of  their  previous  arrangement,  no  court  of  equity  could 
refuse  to  protect  it,  as  the  property  of  the  wife,  the  same  as  if  the 
money  had  been  sent  by  other  hands.  But  the  authorities  are 
clear,  that  that  wsis  not  such  an  act  in  reducing  the  property  of  the 
wife  into  the  possession  of  the  husband,  as  can  effect  the  right  or 
interest  of  the  wife  at  law,  or  in  equity.  Other  considerations 
must  unite  with  the  fact  of  actual  possession,  to  affect  her  right  of 
survivorship,  or  her  equity  t%a  settlement.  To  produce  such  re- 
sults, Chancellor  Kent  remarks,  2  Kent,  118, — the  possession  of 
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the  husband  must  be  in  his  character  as  husband,  obtained  in  the 
exercise  of  his  marital  rights,  and  for  the  purpose  of  its  appropri- 
ation to  his  own  use.  In  the  case  of  Baker  v.  JfaUj  12  Yes. 
497,  the  wife  was  residuary  legatee ;  and  the  husband  took  pos- 
session of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator,  as  executor ; 
and  it  was  held  bj  the  master  of  the  rolls,  that,  as  he  took  posses- 
sion in  that  character,  and  not  as  husband,  it  could  not  be  deemed 
sufficiently  reduced  into  possession  to  prevent  its  survivorship  to 
the  wife.  In  WoUy.  Tomltnson^  16  Ves.  413,  a  transfer  of  the 
wife's  stock  to  the  husband,  as  trustee,  was  held  not  to  be  a  reduc- 
tion into  possession,  so  as  to  bar  the  wife's  survivorship ;  for  it  was 
made  diveno  intuitu. 

The  case  under  consideration,  is  stronger  than  those,  in  behalf 
of  the  wife.  As  the  money  was  handed  to  the  husband  by  the 
executor  and  trustee  of  the  wife,  for  the  specific  purpose  of  its  ap- 
propriation in  payment  for  the  land,  and  in  that  character  was  re- 
c^ved  by  the  husband,  under  his  disclaimer  of  any  right  thereto*. 
It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  case,  where  the  property  of  the  wife 
has  been  kept  more  distinct  from  the  husband,  than  in  this,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  her  maintenance  and  the  support  of 
her  childrea.  In  the  same  condition  it  remained,  when  paid  to- 
wards the  farm ;  for  there  had  been  no  exercise  of  marital  right 
in  claiming  it ;  and  when  the  money  was  so  paid,  it  was  taken 
from  the'  separate  property  of  the  wife,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
court  of  chancery  to  protect. 

And  on  the  execution  of  the  deed  to  Mrs.  Sessions,  in  pursu- 
ance of  their  mutual  arrangement,  the  trust  estate  enured  to  the 
wife,  from  whom  the  consideration  came,  she  is  to  be  regarded  as 
the  sole  cestui  que  trust  under  that  deed,  to  the  extent  of  the  pur- 
chase money  paid  from  her  separate  estate.     Her  interest  is  pure- 
ly equitable,  and  can  be  obtained  only  by  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
^equity ;  and  chancery  will  not  permit  that  property  to  be  taken 
£roin  its  jurisdiction  by  the  husband,  or  his  creditors,  until  there 
lias  been  secured  the  equity  of  the  wife. 

This  view  of  that  part  of  the  case  renders  less  important  the 
examination  of  the  case  in  relation  to  the  post-nuptial  agreement 
l>etween  Rufus  Barron  and  his  wife,  yet  as  the  question  is  di- 
x^ectly  presented  in  the  case,  it  is  proper  to  remark,  that  the 
agreement  evidently  would  be  of  no  avail  at  law.    At  conunon 
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law  the  husband  and  wife  are  treated  as  one  person ;  her  legal 
existence  is  merged  in  that  of  her  husband ;  their  contracts,  made 
when  single,  are  avoided  by  the  intermarriage  ;  when  made 
during  coverture,  thej  are  of  no  binding  obligation ;  the  husband 
can  neither  grant  to,  or  covenant  with  his  wife,  for  that  supposes 
her  to  possess  a  distinct  and  separate  existence.  From  this  prin- 
ciple arises  the  necessity,  at  law,  of  all  conveyances,  covenants, 
marriage  settlements,  and  the  like,'being  made  through  the  inter- 
position of  trustees.  Story's  Eq.  §  1380.  2  P.  Wms.  79.  2 
Ves.  190.  But  courts  of  equity,  for  more  than  a  century,  have 
disregarded  that  rule,  and  for  many  purposes  treat  husband  and 
wife  as  distinct  persons,  capable  of  contracting  with  each  other, 
and  of  having  separate  estates,  debts  and  interests.  Story's  £q. 
§  1368.  2  Johns.  Ch.  539.  And  as  a  general  rule,  whenever  a 
contract  would  be  good  at  law,  when  made  with  trustees  for  the 
wife,  that  contract  will  be  sustiuned  in  equity,  when  made  ¥rith 
each  other  without  the  intervention  of  trustees.  It  is  upon  this 
principle,  that  in  many  cases  the  husband  will  be  held  as  trustee 
of  the  wife,  and  the  wife  entitled  to  the  privileges  belonging  to  a 
creditor  of  the  husband.     Story's  Eq.  1373,  1380. 

The  agreement  in  this  case  was  made  March  14, 1844,  neariy 
three  years  after  their  marriage,  and  in  substance,  after  agreeing 
to  separate,  the  wife  renounces  all  further  claim  upon  the  hus- 
band for  his  services,  or  support  for  herself  and  children,  and 
agrees  that  she  will  contract  no  debts  on  his  account ;  and  the 
husband  renounces  all  claim  for  her  services,  or  support.     This 
agreement,  if  carried  into  effect,  should  be  enforced  so  as  to  fulfil 
the  evident  intention  of  the  parties.     Without  looking  at  the  in- 
strument in  any  other  light  than  with  reference  to  its  effect  upon 
the  property  of  the  wife,  it  was  manifestly  his  intention  to  re- 
nounce all  his  claim  or  marital  right  to  her  future  services,  as  wett- 
as  support  from  her  property,  leaving  the  same  for  her  suppor"^^ 
and  that  of  her  children.     That  an  agreement  of  that  character** 
made  directly  between  husband  and  wife,  and  without  the  intei 
vention  of  trustees,  will  be  sustained  in  equity,  is  clearly  sustaim 
by  authority.    Justice  Story  remarks, —  2  Story's  Eq.  §  1372,- 
^'  That  if  the  husband  should,  for  good  reasons,  afler  marria| 

^^  contract  with  his  wife  that  she  should  separately  possess  and  e 

"joy  property  bequeathed  to  her,  the  contract  would  be  uphe==^ 
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"in  equity."     Chancellor  Kent  remarks, —  2  Kent  147,  154, — 
"  That  a  wife  may  contract  with  her  husband,  even  by  parol,  after 
"  marriage,  for  a  transfer  of  property  from  him  to  her,  or  to  trus- 
"tees  for  her,  provided  it  be  for  a  honajide  and  valuable  consid- 
^  eration,  and  she  may  have  that  property  limited  to  her  separate 
"use."     1  P.  Wms.  125.     2  Vern.  G59.     2  Johns.  Ch.  537.     10 
Ves.  146.     He  further  remarks,  "that  gifts  by  the  husband  to 
"the  wife  will  be  supported  as  her  separate  property,  if  they  be 
"not  prejudicial  to  creditors,  even  without  the  aid  of  trustees." 
In  the  case  of  Herr's  appeal^  6  Law.  Rep.  408,  it  was  held  in 
Penn.  by  Ch.  J.  Gibson,  that  where  the  husband  was  in  the 
habit  of  giving  his  wife  the  specie  that  came  to  him  in  the  course 
of  his  business,  until  it  amounted  to  $4500,  it  became  the  property 
of  the  wife,  as  against  the  heirs  at  law,  and  in  the  nature  of  a 
provision  for  her ;  and  this  gift  and  contract,  made  after  marriage, 
and  without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  was  enforced  against  his 
estate.     In  the  case  of  Searing  v.  Searing^  9  Paige  284,  the  hus- 
band permitted  the  wife,  after  marriage,  to  receive  the  avails  of 
her  property,  which  she  held  before  marriage,  and  re-loan  the 
same  on  securities  in  her  own  name,  and  afterwards  gave  her 
$2000  which  was  loaned  by  her  on  like  security,  on  her  releasing 
her  right  of  dower  to  his  farm  on  its  sale.     It  was  held,  that  this 
gift  and  contract,  though  made  after  marriage  and  without  the  in- 
tervention of  trustees,  was  binding  upon  the  husband  and  his  es- 
tate.    And  though  such  gifts  would  not  be  sustained  against  cred- 
itors, who  were  such  at  the  time,  yet  they  will  be  sustained  against 
the  husband  and  subsequent  creditors.     3  Johns.  Ch.  490,  Reed 
V.  Livingston,     The  same  doctrine  was  sustained  in  this  State  in 
the  case  of  Pinney  et  al.  v.  Fellows,  15  Vt.  536.     In  that  case  the 
court  remarked,  "  that  upon  the  receipt  of  property  by  the  hus- 
"**band  from  the  wife,  if,  after  marriage,  he  shall,  for  sufficient  rea- 
**  sons,  contract  with  the  wife,  that  she  may  possess  and  enjoy  sep- 
^arately  property  bequeathed  to  her,  or  inherited  by  her,  or  such 
"^^as  she  may  be  the  meritorious  cause  of  acquiring,  equity  will 
***  uphold  such  post-nuptial  agreements,  in  cases  in  which  the  claims 
"^^of  creditors  will  not  be  prejudiced  by  so  doing;"  and  chancery 
'^vould  need  no  better  reason  for  upholding  such  agreements,  than 
^he  insolvency  of  the  husband  and  his  neglect  to  discharge  his 
^zsnarital  obligations.     The  orator  in  this  case  was  not  a  creditor, 
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at  the  time  of  this  agreement,  nor  uotil  a  long  time  afterwards, — 
80  long,  that  no  inference  can  be  drawn,  or  suspicion  arise^  that  it 
was  done  in  view  of  future  indebtedness. 

In  such  case  it  is  equitable,  that  this  agreement  should  be 
sustained,  not  only  against  the  husband  and  his  heirs,  but  against 
idl  others  claiming  under  him,  who  at  least  were  not  creditors  at 
the  time,  for  he  has  parted  with  no  property,  that  was  his  own. 
He  has  simply  renounced  all  marital  rights  to  the  property  of  his 
wife,  and  which  no  creditor  can  compel  him  to  exercise  against 
kis  will,  and  which  a  court  of  equity  would  have  required  him  to 
do,  without  such  an  agreement,  not  only  in  relation  to  the  princi- 
pal of  her  estate,  but  also  to  its  income  and  profits,  where  a  sepa- 
ration has  taken  place  by  act  of  the  husband,  or  by  their  mutual 
consent. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  the  land,  upon  which  the  orator^s  execu- 
tion was  leTied,  was  paid  fcnr  by  the  property  of  the  wife  of  Rufus 
Barron,  we  think  this  creditor  can  have  no  claim  therecm  for  the 
payment  of  bis  debt. 

It  is  further  insisted,  that  about  $300  was  paid  towards  the 
farm  by  Rufus  Barron  from  his  own  estate,  independent  of  the 
money  paid  from  the  property  of  his  wife.  This  is  purely  a  ques- 
tion of  fact ;  for  no  question  has  been  made  of  the  right  of  this 
creditor  to  the  decree  prayed  for,  if  the  money  was  so  paid  by 
him. 

We  are  without  the  aid  of  an  answer  from  Rufus  Barron  on 
this  subject,  who,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  could  have  told  the  amount 
and  circumstances  attending  such  payment,  if  made.  The  orator^ 
however,  has  produced  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Burgess,  Oliver  Cur- 
tis and  Mr.  Jennings,  from  which  it  appears,  that  on  different  oc- 
casions Mrs.  Sessions  has  stated,  that  Rufus  Barron  had  an  inter- 
est in  the  land  of  about  $300,  and  that  she  was  desirous  of  having 
it  repaid  for  the  benefit  of  his  children  by  his  former  wife.  Mrs. 
Sessions,  in  her  answer,  states  the  payment  of  the  whole  purchase 
money  for  the  farm  to  have  been  made  by  her  and  the  wife  of 
Rufua  Barron,  and  makes  a  distinct  denial  of  any  interests  in  him 
in  the  land.  Mr.  Perkins,  the  administrator,  who  assisted  in  pur- 
chasing the  farm,  and  who  was  to  see  to  the  payment  of  the  notes 
given  therefor,  states,  that  the  whole  sum,  principal  and  interest, 
required  for  the  payment  of  those  notes,  was  raised  from  the 
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property  of  Mrs.  Sessions  and  the  wife  of  Rufus  Barron  and  fur- 
nished by  him  for  that  purpose.  If  the  testimony  rested  here, 
there  is  not  that  preponderance  of  testimony,  that  would  warrant 
a  decree  for  the  orator.  But  the  circumstance,  that  exerts  a  con- 
trolling influence  upon  this  question,  arises  from  the  settlement 
made  in  1844,  when  the  agreement  for  separation  was  made  and 
signed  by  Rufus  Barron  and  his  wife.  That  settlement  was  made 
with  much  deliberation,  and  with  the  aid  and  assistance  of  mutual 
friends ;  and  as  their  difficulties  had  brought  to  its  final  termina- 
tion their  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife,  it  was  evidently  their 
object  and  design  to  bring  to  a  similar  termination  all  matters  in 
which  they  had  a  community  of  interest.  The  terms  of  their  mu- 
tual separation  were  agreed  to,  as  well  as  the  future  possession 
and  support  of  their  children.  The  claim  of  Rufus  Barron,  aris- 
ing oat  of  the  occupation  and  use  of  the  farm  was  the  subject  of 
their  negotiation  and  settlement,  and  the  same  motive,  that  in- 
duced him  to  present  his  claim  for  improvements  he  had  placed 
on  the  farm,  in  making  fences,  constructing  water-courses,  and  in- 
creasing its  general  productiveness,  would  have  caused  him  to 
present  his  claim  for  money  advanced  in  its  purcha:re,  if  he  had 
80  advanced  it.  Mr.  Perkins  and  Mr.  Benson  both  testify,  that 
he  made  no  such  claim,  and  that  they  understood  the  only  claim 
lie  had  was  in  right  of  his  wife,  except  for  the  improvements  and 
personal  property;  and  when  the  amount  of  his  claims  w  tre  stated 
and  receipted,  and  the  mutual  releases  between  Rufus  Barron  and 
Ills  wife  executed,  we  can  but  believe,  that  it  was  considered  a 
fctU  settlement  of  all  claims,  that  he  had  upon  them,  or  the  prem- 


It  becomes  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  objection  made,  that 
[ts.  Barron  is  not  made  a  party  to  this  bill,  as  no  decree  is  made 
^ecting  her  interests.  But  we  cannot  perceive,  how  a  decree 
oould  have  been  made  for  the  orator,  affecting  the  interests  of  the 
iv^l^e,  without  her  being  made  a  party  defendant.  Grant  and  Wife 
▼•      Van  Schoonkaveny  9  Paige  255.     Story's  Eq.  PI.  207. 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  af- 
firzned. 
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Calvix  French  and  Josiah  French  v,  Henrt  M,  Winsob. 

[In  Chancery.] 

The  probcUe  court  has,  in  certain  cases,  power  to  re-examine  is* 
crees,  Sfc.     Decrees  of  the  probate  court,  ^   Admintstraiars, 

The  probate  court  have  the  power,  so  long  as  the  case  is  pending  either  in  that 
court,  or  in  the  common  law  courts,  on  the  bond,  to  re-open  and  re-examine  anj 
of  their  former  decrees  in  the  premises,  and  correct  all  errors,  irregalaritiei  and 
mistakes.    Adamt  v.  Adanu,  21  Vt.  R.  162. 

A  decree  in  the  probate  court,  that  an  administrator  ought  to  render  his  aoeosnt 
is  not  a  final  decree.  Such  decree  is  regarded  as  affording  a  sufficient  basis  upcB 
which  to  predicate  a  suit  upon  the  bond  given  to  secure  the  perfonnaDoe  of  tiM 
orders  of  the  probate  court. 

An  administrator  cannot  charge  in  his  account,  for  the  payment  of  a  clidm  disaOoir 
ed  by  the  commissioners,  after  the  right  of  appeal  had  lapsed,  nor  caa  he  chafge 
for  the  pa3rment  of  a  claim  not  presented  to  Uie  commissioners,  if  the  fihiim«Bt 
had  no  farther  right  to  petition  the  probate  court  to  open  the  commission. 


But  if  an  administrator  finds  a  claim  not  allowed  by  the  commissioners,  which 
clearly  due,  and  when  no  doubt  could  be  entertained  but  that  the  probate  conil 
would  extend  the  commission,  to  give  an  opportunity  to  present  it,  and  wheft 
no  question  could  be  made  as  to  its  allowance ;  if  under  such  circumstanees,  tfas 
administrator  should  pay  the  clum  in  good  faith,  and  if  under  such  cireumsttti- 
ccs,  the  claim  cannot  be  allowed  the  administrator  in  his  account,  in  ^e  probali 
court,  quere^  whether  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  devise  some  remedy. 

If  there  is  no  jurisdiction  whatever  in  the  probate  court,  it  would  not  lay  tbe 
foundation  of  any  resort  to  a  court  of  equity. 

One  who  is  administrator  of  an  estate,  against  which  he  has  claims,  may  brinf  in 
his  claims  against  tbe  estate,  on  his  final  accounting  in  the  probate  oonxt,  or 
present  them  to  the  commissioners,  at  his  election. 

Quere.  How  far  the  orator  is  entitled  to  redress,  in  this  suit,  for  his  services  ai 
attorney  in  fact,  of  the  intestate,  if  such  claim  should  be  finally  disallowed  intlie 
probate  court. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  orators  alledged  tm. 
the  hill,  in  suhstance,  that  one  Josiah  French,  deceased  in  Jaoa-^ 
ary,  1825,  purchased  land  in  Clarendon,  of  James  Winsor,  ib^c 
$3268,00  and  secured  the  same  hj  mortgage  on  the  same  IaiA» 
pajahle  with  interest,  and  interest  from  the  first  day  of  April  aftex" 
date.     That  on  the  2dd  day  of  January,  1825,  said  French  pai<l 
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three  notes  first  due,  amounting  to  $1000,  and  $190,92  indorsed 
on  the  fourth  note,  and  James  Winsor  deposited  the  remaining 
notes  in  the  Smithfield  Bank,  in  Rhode  Island,  for  safe  keeping. 
That  Reynolds  S.  Wilcox  and  John  Wilcox  had  a  mortgage  of 
(1900  on  the  premises,  executed  by  the  said  James  Winsor,  in 
January,  1822,  and  that  in  September,  1826,  the  ultimate  balance 
of  the  Wilcox  mortgage,  of  about  $1000,  was  paid  by  the  said 
French,  and  this,  by  agreement  with  Winsor,  was  applied  in  part 
payment  of  French's  notes  to  him,  and  that  this  was  done  to  save 
something  to  Winsor.     That  said  Winsor  appointed  one  William 
Brown,  his  attorney,  to  sell  his  property  and  close  his  debts,  &c. 
That  in  March,  1825,  said  Brown,  the  lawful  attorney  of  the  said 
Winsor,  settled  with  the  said  French,  for  certain  services  of  said 
French  and  advances  by  him,  made  before  that  time,  for  the  ben- 
efit of  siud  Winsor,  and  gave  said  French  said  Winsor's  note  for  a 
iMlance  of  $316,28,  and  that  said  Winsor  was  intemperate  and 
wholly  incapable  of  doing  business,  that  the  orator  Calvin  French, 
was  afterwards  appointed  attorney  of  said  James  Winsor,  and  set- 
^M  a  claim  in  Rhode  Island,  and  brought  the  notes  ofi*,  deposited 
^^  said  bank,  that  he  subsequently  settled  with  Josiah  French  for 
James  Winsor's  board  and  other  things,  to  the  amount  of  $680,70, 
from  March,  1825,  to  January  1827,  and  that  he,  said  Calvin 
"French,  did  Winsor's  business  for  him  to  value  of  $150,  but  under 
^  charge.     That  the  8th  day  of  August,  1827,  James  Winsor 
"led,  leaving  Henry  M.  Winsor  his  only  child  and  heir,  and  in 
J^muary,  1828,  the  orator  Calvin  French  took  out  letters  of  ad- 
^I'liBtration  on  James  Winsor's  estate,  in  the  district  of  Rutland, 
•'^^  the  other  orator  Josiah  French,  was  surety  on  the  bond,  and 
*"*t  commissioners  were  appointed  and  allowed  claims  of  $400 
*^^  more,  and  that  the  orator  C.  French,  paid  other  claims  not 
presented,  by  offsets  on  French's  notes,  and  that  he  paid,  of  those 
•^<>wed  and  not  allowed,  $1000  and  more,  leaving  $530  in  his 
^^^,  and  that  he  paid  this  over  to  Josiah  Gilson,  the  legal  guar- 
^^^  of  Henry  M.    Winsor,  supposing  this  settlement  would  be 
*"^ding  upon  the  defendant,  and  that  Josiah  Gilson  accounted  to 
*"^  ^ard  for  this  sum,  on  settlement  after  the  defendant  came  of 
^ge,  and  the  amount  passed  in  the  probate  court.     That  said 
<^iah  French,  deceased,  by  the  procurement  of  the  defendant, 
™*^e  his  will,  giving  defendant  all  his  estate,  and  that  now,  the 
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defendant  has  cited  the  orator  C.  French  before  the  probate  court 
for  Rutland  district, — obtained  a  decree  in  court,  before  the  orator 
was  aware  of  it,  and  refused  to  submit  it  to  his  own  counsel, — and 
now  insists  upon  collecting  the  amount  of  all  the  allowance  he  ob- 
tained in  the  probate  court,  sued  the  probate  bond,  and  claims  for 
C.  French's  neglect  to  render  his  account,  damage,  &c.,  and  that 
suit  is  still  pending.  The  defendant  demurred.  The  court  of 
chancery  sustained  the  demurrer,  from  which  decree  the  plaintiffs 
appealed. 

CI  French  for  orators. 

As  a  general  demurrer  goes  to  the  merits  of  the  entire  bill,  I 
insist,  that  as  the  plea  is  such  in  this  case,  if  any  part  of  the  bill  is 
good,  and  entitles  the  complainants  to  relief  on  discovery,  a  demur- 
rer to  the  whole  bill  cannot  be  sustained.  Boyce^s  Exr's^  y.  Grun- 
dyy  3  Peters  R.  210.     1  Peters  Digest  339. 

Upon  the  argument  of  a  demurrer,  it  seems  the  court  decides 
upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  whether  if  the  cause  were  to  pro- 
ceed to  a  hearing  and  thej  were  proved  or  confessed,  a  decree 
would  then  be  made.  2  Vesey  Jr.  97.  7  id.  245.  3  id.  253.  2 
Shoals  &  Lefray  638.  6  Vesey  686.  Cited  in  Mitford's  PL  157 
and  160. 

A  demurrer  to  a  bill,  for  cause  that  the  complainant  has  a  legal 
remedy  will  not  be  entertained,  unless  that  remedy  appears  clear, 
and  not  doubtful  or  difficult.  Mitford's  PI.  175  (note)  and  cases 
cited. 

And  even  upon  the  principle  that  a  court  of  law  has  concurrent 
jurisdiction,  chancery  will  retain  theirs,  unless  the  right  has  been 
decided  or  failed  of  a  determination,  through  the  fault  of  the  party 
asking  relief.     HaU  et  al.  v.  Dana,  2  Aiken  R.  381. 

When  an  individual  has  failed  to  present  his  account  or  claim  to 
the  commbsioners  appointed  on  an  insolvent  estate,  by  an  under- 
standing with  the  administrators  to  allow  the  same  in  offset  or 
payment  or  claim  in  favor  of  the  state,  such  claim  may  be  allowed 
and  offset  in  chancery.     Nimms  et  cd.  v.  Hood  et  al.,  11  Vt.  R.  96. 

The  counsel  also  cited,  Adams  v.  Adams,  22  Vt.  50.  Morse  et 
al  v.  Slason,  13  Vt  R.  296.  id.  v.  trf.,  16  Vt.  R.  319.  9  Vt. 
B.41. 

If  the  probate  courts  being  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  assume 
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one  not  granted  by  statute,  their  doings  are  not  simply  voidable, 
but  absolutely  void,  Kendrick  v.  Cleavland,  2  Vt.  R.  329  ;  id.  339. 
Darkin  v.  Hudson,  6  Cowen  221.  9  Cowen  227.  19  Johns.  39. 
17  Johns.  146.  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  7  Conn.  558.  Smith  v.  Hice, 
11  Mass.  R.  507.  Hunt  v.  Hapgood,  4  Mass.  117.  Sumner  v. 
Parker^  7  Mass.  79. 

IVctcffy  Converse  Sf  Barrett  for  defendant. 

Is  this  a  bill  for  discovery  or  for  relief,  or  for  both  ? 

It  is  not  for  discovery.  It  is  not  pretended  by  the  bill  that  ora- 
tor wants  testimony  of  defendant,  for  purpose  of  establishing  any 
fact  important  to  his  rights.  If  a  discovery,  to  aid  in  defense  of 
what  rights  and  before  what  tribunal.     Is  it  a  bill  for  relief? 

Of  what  grievances  does  he  complain  ?  • 

Why,  it  would  seem  he  complains  that  defendant  wants  orator 
should  settle  his  administration  account,  and  has  taken  measures  to 
compel  him.  That  probate  coui*t  have  said  he  must  do  so.  That 
from  his  inattention  and  refusal  to  settle  his  account,  the  court  has 
passed  a  decree  that  he  account,  and  that  he  cannot  appeal  from 
it  That  defendant  has  commenced  a  suit  in  name  of  probate 
court. 

Orator  complains  of  no  fraud,  accident,  mistake  or  any  other 
thing  which  ordinarily  lay  the  foundation  for  chancery  interference. 
Nothing  done  on  part  of  defendant,  to  mislead  or  deceive  him. 
No  injustice  is  complained  of,  and  none  apprehended,  arising  from 
what  defendant  has  done  or  omitted  to  do. 

Nothing  appears  by  the  allegations  in  the  bill,  that  he  is  charged 
or  will  be  charged  by  probate  court,  with  any  thing  more  than  he 
himself  admits  he  ought  to  be  charged  with. 

He  cannot  know,  till  his  administration  account  is  presented  and 
passed  upon. 

Ought  orator  to  settle  his  administration  account  ? 

Was  he  properly  called  upon  for  that  purpose  ?  Was  he  so 
ordered  by  probate  court  ?  Has  he  done  so  ?  Has  he  refused  to  do 
60  ?  Had  the  probate  court  a  right  to  commence  a  suit  on  his  pro- 
bate bond,  to  compel  him  to  account  ?  or  to  make  him  and  his  bail 
chargeable  for  the  neglect  ? 

All  these  questions  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Has  orator  been  injured  in  any  thing  that  has  been  done  ?  In 
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no  way,  unless  the  right  to  appeal  from  decree  of  probate  court  i 
an  injury.     If  so,  it  was  one  incurred  by  his  own  obstinate  refusaK 
and  voluntary  neglect. 

But  it  is  no  grievance  of  which  he  could  complain.  It  is  none 
in  fact 

But  let  it  be  what  it  may,  it  is  nothing  which  a  court  of  ch:ui- 
eery  can  interfere  with  or  remedy. 

Has  the  probate  court  of  Rutland  district  jurisdiction  ?  It  seems 
that  orator  took  administration  from  that  court.  It  would  seem 
strange  that  that  court  cannot  call  him  to  an  account.  But  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  is  legitimately  involved  in  the  suit  on  the 
bond. 

But  courts  of  chancery  cannot  try  questions  of  jurisdiction. 

Had  probate  court,  or  the  defendant,  a  right  to  institute  a  suit 
on  probate  bond  ?  If  they  had  not,  the  remedy  is  plain.  Defend 
the  suit.  Orator  docs  not  need  aid  of  chancery  to  make  out  his 
defense.  He  does  not  invoke  the  interference  of.  chancery  to 
fni*nish  him  with  any  means  of  defense,  more  than  he  already  had. 

If  they  had  a  right  to  commence  and  maintain  the  suit,  it  must 
be  for  some  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and  why  should 
chancery  intedere  to  prevent  the  prosecuting  said  suit  ?  Courts  of 
law  where  it  is  pending,  have  all  the  equity  powers  necessary  to 
relieve  from  mere  matter  of  penalty,  can  do  complete  justice  in 
the  case  as  well  as  equity.  Against  penalty  or  injustice  he  seeks 
no  relief. 

No  reason  is  shown  for  the  application  to  chancery.  This  conrt 
has  no  power  to  interfere  with  the  courts  of  law  in  their  proceed- 
ing relative  to  orator's  accounting. 

They  have  all  the  authority  necessary  to  do  complete  justice, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  they  will  not  properly  exercise  it. 

Chancery  has  not  only  no  authority  to  interfere  in  this  matter, 
but  there  is  not  the  slightest  reason  why  it  should,  if  it  had.  Jtl' 
ams  v.  Adams  et  a!.,  22  Vt.  R.  50.  The  probate  court  and  the 
courts  of  law  are  tlie  only  tribunals  having  cognizance  of  this  mat- 
ter, and  are  every  way  emphatically  the  proper  tribunals,  having 
all  the  powers  and  authority  both  legal  and  equitable,  peculiarlr 
fitting  them  for  such  service.  There  is  where  the  law  has  placed 
it,  and  no  where  else. 

The  denmrrer  must  therefore  be  allowed. 
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This  case  was  held  under  advisement,  until  the  circuit  session  at 
Woodstock,  in  September,  1852. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  The  facts  alledged  in  this  bill,  no  doubt  make, 
upon  the  whole,  a  considerable  impression  upon  the  mind,  that  the 
orator  has  really  not  done?  any  thing  worthy  of  severe  reprobation. 
But  in  saying  that,  we  should  be  mindful  of  the  maxim  audi  alter' 
am  pasteraj  or  that  one  story  is  good,  until  another  is  told. 

But  in  examining  the  case  in  detail,  with  a  view  to  apply  to  it 
the  exact  rules  of  chancery  law,  it  is  not  perhaps  easy  to  say  pre- 
cisely how  it  is  to  be  determined  in  the  court  of  chancery,  until 
the  proceedings  at  law  are  closed,  and  it  is  thus  made  judicially  to 
appear,  that  the  orator  is  remediless,  at  law.  We  think  it  will  be 
found  upon  investigation  of  the  case  in  the  court  of  probate,  that 
the  equity  powers  of  that  court  are  altogether  adequate  to  grant- 
ing full  redress. 

The  object  of  the  bill,  judging  from  the  general  scope  of  the 
stating  and  charging  parts,  as  well  as  the  specific  prayer  for  relief, 
seems  to  be  to  take  the  whole  matter  of  accounting  between  Cal- 
vin French  and  defendant,  out  of  the  court  of  probate,  and  adjust 
it  in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  pass  a  final  decree,  for  the  party 
found  ultimately  in  arrear. 

This  is  asked  upon  two  grounds. 

1.  That  the  defendant  has  obtained  an  exparte  decree  of  account 
in  the  probate  court,  by  taking  an  undue  advantage  of  a  confidence 
existing  between  the  parties,  in  regard  to  the  matter. 

2.  That  the  whole  matter  is  in  the  wrong  probate  district,  and 
that  the  Rutland  probate  court  have  no  jurisdiction. 

In  regard  to  the  first  ground  for  bringing  the  bill,  it  is  now  con- 
sidered that  the  probate  court,  so  long  as  the  matter  is  pending 
either  in  that  court,  or  in  the  common  law  courts,  on  the  bond, 
have  full  power  to  re-examine  any  of  their  former  decrees  in  the 
premises,  and  correct  all  errors,  irregularities  and  mistakes.  And 
possibly,  this  power  of  re-examination  extends  even  beyond  this. 
Adams  v.  Adams,  21  Vt.  R.  162.  Hix  v.  the  heirs  of  Smith  et 
vice  versa,  8  Vt.  365.     9  id.  240. 

It  seems  to  be  taken  for  granted  in  the  bill,  that  a  decree  in  the 
probate  court  that  an  administrator  ought  to  render  his  account,  is 
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a  final  decree,  from  which  an  appeal  lies  in  the  first  instance.  This 
is  not  regarded  as  a  final  decree  in  any  other  court,  and  we  see  no 
good  reason  why  it  should  be,  in  the  probate  court.  Such  a  decree, 
from  its  very  nature,  must  be,  to  a  great  extent,  interlocutory.  It 
has  been  regarded  as  affording  a  sufficient  basis  upon  which  to 
predicate  a  suit  upon  the  bond,  given  to  secure  the  performance 
of  the  orders  of  the  probate  court.  But  it  fixes  nothing  with  cer- 
tainty. There  must  be  some  hearing  as  to  the  amount  due,  either 
in  the  probate  court,  or  in  the  common  law  courts,  and  in  either 
case,  the  plaintiff's  liability  may  be  reduced  to  a  merely  nomiDal 
sum,  which  would  render  it  quite  needless  to  pursue  any  redress 
in  the  court  of  chancery. 

We  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill 
being  shown  to  the  probate  court,  that  court  would  give  the  party 
a  hearing,  and  if  so,  we  see  nothing  in  the  case,  which  would  clear- 
ly transcend  the  power  of  that  court  to  adjust.  It  would,  we  know, 
place  the  matter  in  a  very  awkward  position  to  dismiss  the  plain* 
tiff's  bill  here,  and  then  turn  liim  out  of  court,  in  the  probate  court, 
on  appeal.  And  to  avoid  the  possibility  of  any  such  contingency, 
we  shall  probably  require  this  suit  to  be  retained  in  the  cooit  of 
chancery,  until  the  proceedings  in  the  court  of  probate  are  dosed. 

And  if  this  were  a  case,  where  the  party  had  clearly  been  depri- 
ved of  his  appeal,  in  due  time,  by  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake,  the 
statute  allowing  a  remedy,  by  petition  to  this  court  would  seem  to 
supercede  the  equitable  jurisdiction,  which  has  under  very  pecu- 
liar circumstances,  been  exercised  in  such  cases. 

If  the  court  of  probate  and  this  court,  upon  the  question  being 
brought  here,  should  hold,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  upon  a 
strict  accounting,  either  as  administrator,  or  attorney  in  fact,  both 
of  which  matters,  under  the  circumstances,  must  come  into  the  same 
accounting,  is  not  entitled  to  charge  any  considerable  sum^,  which 
he  has  actually  paid  out  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  or  of  his  con- 
stituent, and  solicits,  in  equity,  ought  to  be  re-imbursed,  then 
very  likely  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  seek  redress  upon  this 
bill.*     And  did  we  now  see  clearly,  that  any  portion  of  this  bill 


*  It  would  seera,  that  one  who  is  ndmiuistrntor  of  an  estate,  against  xrhich  be 
has  chiim<(,  may  bring  in  his  chiims  npiinst  the  estate,  on  his  final  accounHng  is 
the  probate  court,  or  present  them  to  tlie  commissiouors,  at  his  election,  since  it 
has  been  decided  in  Adams  v.  AdantSf  22  \'t,  R.  that  an  allowance  of  such  claim* 
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came  within  that  description  of  claim,  we  might  determine  now, 
that  the  bill  is  to  go  to  a  final  hearing  to  that  extent.  But  we  do 
not  perceive  any  claim  in  that  shape.  The  amount  paid  bj  the 
orator  or  administrator,  which  was  really  due  from  the  intestate, 
bat  not  allowed  by  the  commissioners,  having  never  been  present- 
ed before  them,  is  the  only  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  which  seems 
to  afford  any  great  difficulty,  even  upon  his  own  showing.  For 
we  are  not  to  suppose  that  any  court  could  be  so  insane  as  to 
charge  the  plaintiff  with  the  value  of  the  furniture,  and  the  few 
articles  of  personal  use,  by  the  ancestor,  and  which  were  bona  fde 
kept  for  the  heir,  on  account  of  the  enhanced  value  growing  out 
of  that  circumstance,  as  it  was  bona  fide  supposed  by  the  adminis- 
trator, and  especially  where  the  property  so  circumstanced  had 
been  handed  over  to  the  heir,  and  for  years  put  to  his  use,  with- 
out objection,  after  he  come  of  full  age.  And  if  the  probate  court 
should  actually  charge  the  plaintiff,  under  these  circumstances,  and 
the  decree  should  finally  be  affirmed  in  this  court,  we  do  not  see 
how  the  party  could  have  any  redress,  in  a  court  of  equity. 

But  in  regard  to  the  payments,  made  by  the  administrator,  of 
debts  not  allowed  by  the  commissioners,  his  right  to  ask  an  allow- 
ance must,  we  should  suppose,  depend  very  much  upon  the  state 
of  facts,  in  the  particular  case  or  cases. 

If  the  claim  had  been  disallowed  by  the  commissioners,  there 
could  be  no  question  whatever,  that  an  administrator  who  should 
presume  to  pay  it  could  not  charge  it,  at  least  if  done  after  the 
right  of  appeal  had  lapsed.  So  too  if  the  claim  had  become  clear- 
ly and  absolutely  barred,  by  not  being  presented  to  the  commis- 
sioners, so  that  there  remained  to  the  claimant  no  further  right  to 
petition  the  probate  court  to  open  the  commission  for  allowing 
claims,  if  such  a  state  of  things  ever  exists,  until  after  the  final 
settlement  and  distribution  of  the  estate,  the  administrator  should 
not  be  allowed  any  discretion.  And  we  do  not  intend  to  say  that 
the  administrator  can  in  any  case  be  allowed  to  charge  for  pay- 
ment of  claims  not  preferred  ones,  when  not  allowed  by  the  com- 
missioners. 

by  coniraissionerg,  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  valid  judgment,  the  claimai>t  also  rep- 
resenting the  estate.  Probably  the  more  convenient  practice  is  to  have  such  claims 
allowed  by  the  commissioners,  and  nothing  more  was  intended  to  be  decided  here, 
upon  that  point,  than  had  been  already  decided  In  the  case  referred  to. 

XXIV.  27  RKDriELD,  J. 
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But  it  occurred  to  us,  during  the  argument,  that  if  the  adminis- 
trator found  a  claim,  not  allowed  bj  the  commissioners,  but  which 
was  clearly  and  notoriously  due,  and  where  no  doubt  could  be  en- 
tertained, the  probate  court  would  extend  the  commission  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  an  opportunity  to  present  it,  and  where  no  ques- 
tion could  be  made,  that  it  would  be  at  once  allowed,  if  under  such 
circumstances  it  should  be  paid  in  the  utmost  good  faith,  it  would 
surely  savor  of  extreme  justice,  that  the  administrator  should  not 
be  allowed  the  payment  in  his  account.  And  if  a  claim  under 
these  precise  circumstances  cannot  be  allowed  the  administrator 
in  his  account,  in  the  probate  court,  it  will  certainly  merit  grave 
consideration,  whether  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  decree  some 
remedy.  This  is  the  only  point  of  the  case  which  looked  to  us 
like  requiring  any  equitable  interference  with  the  proceedings  in 
the  probate  court,  and  we  are  inclined  to  believe  the  powers  of 
that  court  are  fully  adequate  to  afford  relief  here. 

The  second  ground  for  bringing  the  bill,  we  suppose  was  settled 
in  this  court  by  holding  the  bond  valid.  And  this  we  understand 
to  have  gone  upon  the  ground  that  if  the  defendant  did  not  object 
to  the  jurisdiction,  the  plaintiff  who  first  sought  it  could  not  But 
if  there  were  no  jurisdiction  whatever  in  the  probate  court,  it 
would  not  lay  the  foundation  of  any  resort  to  a  court  of  equity,  as 
it  seems  to  us. 

Decree  of  chancellor  reversed,  and  case  remanded  to  the  court 
of  chancery,  to  be  retained  until  proceedings  are  ended  in  the 
court  of  probate,  and  then,  if  the  orator  elects  to  proceed,  the  de- 
fendant is  to  answer  without  terms,  and  if  not,  the  bill  is  to  be 
dismissed  without  costs. 
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The  Connecticut  &  Pas.  Rivers  Railroad  Co.  v.  Adminis- 
trator OF  Ellis  Bliss. 

Audita  querela*    BaiL    Administrators. 

When  the  basis  of  an  audita  querela  is  altogether  personal,  it  viH  die  with  the  per- 
son. 

And  in  such  a  case,  the  bail  upon  the  recognizance  cannot  be  held. 

Writs  of  error  and  au£ia  quereku^  when  they  go  to  the  foundation  of  the  jadgment, 
maj  be  prosecuted  by  executors  and  administratorB. 

Complaint  for  costs,  for  not  entering  and  prosecuting  an  au- 
dita  querela  commenced  bj  the  intestate,  Ellis  BHss,  dnly  prayed 
oat  and  served  on  the  plaintiffs,  and  made  returnable,  June  term 
of  the  county  court,  1851.    The  said  Ellis  Bliss  having  deceased 
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prior  to  said  June  term,  and  said  administrator,  Ellis  Bliss,  Jr^ 
was  appointed  in  May  1851.  The  said  administrator  having  neg- 
lected to  enter  said  audita  in  court,  and  to  heoome  partj  to  the 
same,  the  plaintiffs  took  out  a  citation  at  the  June  term,  1851,  and 
caused  the  same  to  be  duly  served  on  the  said  administrator,  who 
appeared  January  term,  1852,  and  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  said 
proceedings  and  that  the  defendant  have  his  costs.  The  coort  dis- 
missed the  same,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  administrator  to 
recover  his  costs. 

Exceptions  by  the  plaintiffs. 

Parker  and  Underwood  for  plaintiffs. 

The  audita  querela  named  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  was  brought 
by  the  intestate  to  set  aside  an  execution  obtained  in  plaintiffs  favor, 
or  dismission  of  the  intestates  appeal  from  the  award  of  the  Rail- 
road Commissioners.  This  execution  was  superceded  by  order 
of  the  judge  allowing  the  audita.  For  the  prosecution  of  the  a;U' 
ditOy  a  recognizance  was  taken  conditioned  ^  for  the  payment  of 
intervening  damages  and  costs,  if  the  complainant  failed  to  prose- 
cute to  effect."     Comp.  Stat.  p.  292,  Sec.  7. 

1.  It  is  insisted  the  death  of  the  intestate  did  not  prevent  the 
entry  and  prosecution  of  the  audita,  by  his  administrator.  And 
the  administrator  having  neglected  to  do  this,  the  plaintiff  had 
the  right  to  give  notice  to  him  to  so  do,  and  on  failure  to  have 
their  costs  taxed  against  him.  Comp.  Stat.  p.  341,  Sec.  10 — p. 
223  Sec.  32,  pp.  343  &  344,  Sec.  24  &  25.  1  Chit.  PI.  p.  57  & 
58.  Fuller  on  Exrs.,  pp.  431,  2,  3,  &  4.  3  Bacon's  Abridg.  439. 
2  Stephens  N.  P.,  p.  1885.  The  case  of  the  Audita  is  within  the 
equity  of  Sec.  10,  above  cited,  as  to  survivorship. 

2.  Unless  the  plaintiffs  are  allowed  to  enter  the  suit  for  costs, 
(the  administrator  neglecting  to  presecute,)  the  plaintiffs  are  not 
only  liable  to  lose  their  taxable  costs,  but  a  remedy  on  the  recog- 
nizance  in  the  audita,  for  intervening  damages,  which  in  this  case, 
is  the  loss  of  the  amount  of  the  original  execution,  by  reason  of 
its  being  superceded  and  so  delayed  until  the  death  of  Bliss.  This 
damage  was  what  was  expressly  provided  for  by  the  recognizance. 
But  if  the  case  cannot  be  brought  upon  the  record  by  the  plaintiffs, 
{the  administrator  refusing  to  enter  the  suit,)  how  and  when  are 
plaintiffs  to  have  a  scire  facias  on  the  recognizance  ? 
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JR.  McK.  Onmhy  for  defendant. 
The  citation  should  be  dismissed. 

1.  Because  there  was  no  actioA  pending,  when  this  citation  was 
served  on  the  defendant  No  living  person,  after  service  of  his 
process  in  any  case,  is  bound  to  enter  the  same  in  court.  If  he 
refuse  or  neglect  to  enter,  after  service,  the  statute  provide  that 
the  other  party  may  make  complaint  for  costs ;  not  call  in,  or  force 
him  to  proceed.  When  pending^  the  administrator  may  be  called 
in  to  prosecute,  or  defend,  as  the  case  may  be.  The  plaintiff  being 
dead  before  entry,  (the  writ  being  served,)  there  is  no  statute  giv- 
ing administrators  right  of  complaint  for  costs. 

2.  This  cause  of  action  died  with  the  decease  of  the  plaintiff  ta 
the  writ  of  atidita  querela.  There  were  no  rights  between  the 
parties  which  could  survive. 

By  the  Court.  In  this  case  it  seems  to  us,  that  the  basis  of 
the  audita  querela  being  altogether  personal,  did  die  with  the  per- 
son, and  that  the  administrator  could  not  have  prosecuted  it,  af- 
ter the  death  of  the  intestate.  And  so  it  could  not  thereafter  be 
determined  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  good  ground  of  bringing 
the  audita  querela^  and  so  the  case  must  of  necessity  die  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  complainants  have  no  ground  to  claim  to  hold  the 
plaintiff  in  the  audita  querelaj  or  his  bail  upon  the  recognizance, 
after  suit  has  been  prosecuted  as  far  as  the  hiw  requires ;  i.  e.,  till 
by  a  providential  occurrence  the  writ  became  useless,  or  the  rem- 
edy was  needless,  and  the  very  thing  it  was  intended  to  hinder  be- 
came impossible. 

We  have  no  doubt  writs  of  error  and  audita  querelas,  may  be 
prosecuted  by  executors  and  administrators,  when  they  go  to  the 
foundation  of  the  judgments. 

The  complainant  has  no  more  ground  of  complaint  here  than  in 
any  case  where  the  plaintiff,  in  a  personal  action  dies,  after  hav- 
ing given  bail  for  costs,  or  if  appealed  or  reviewed  for  intervening 
damages.  Some  assumpsits  survive,  and  some,  as  for  breach  of 
promise  for  marriage,  do  not 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Spetr  V.  Town  of  Bndntree. 

Araunah  Spear  v.  The  Town  of  Braintree. 

Grand  Hit.    Errors  in  list,    LiMUty  of  towns. 

Under  the  present  law,  the  alterations  made  in  the  grand  list  of  the  sefyeral  towns, 
by  the  committee  of  the  legislature  to  make  the  state  ayerage  of  the  grand  list, 
only  affect  state  taxes. 

Where  the  errois  and  defects  in  the  Ust  are  accidental  or  bonajide,  it  will  not  rea- 
der the  list  void,  as  a  basis  of  taxation. 

And  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  or  in  case,  the  plaintiif  cannot  re- 
cover more  than  his  actual  damage  resulting  from  the  irregularity  in  the  lift. 

In  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  even  where  there  is  irregularity,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover  of  the  town  for  money  paid  for  State  taxes,  or  State  achool 
taxes. 

The  provision  in  the  statute  in  regard  to  the  sixth  column  of  the  list  haa  leferenoe 
to  a  time  prior  to  the  county  average,  being  required  to  be  depodted,  by  the 
listers  in  the  town  clerk's  office,  before  the  first  of  July,  and  the  clause  of  the 
statute  that  says,  that  this  shall  be  the  amount  upon  which  all  taxes  shall  be  as- 
sessed, has  reference  to  those  years,  in  which  there  is  no  appraisal  of  real  estate, 
or  else  it  is  to  be  qualified  by  what  follows,  that  the  county  average  shall  be  ad- 
ded or  deducted  for  all  taxes,  and  the  State  average,  for  State  taxes. 

AssuMPSi^T  for  money  had  and  received.  Plea,  general  iasne 
and  set  off,  and  referred  bj  rule  of  court,  to  a  referee,  who  report- 
ed substantially  the  following  facts : 

The  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  back  of  the  defendants  certttn 
sums  of  money  paid  by  him  for  taxes  assessed  upon  his  proper- 
ty, according  to  the  grand  list  of  said  town,  which  list  he  alledges 
to  be  imperfect  and  void. 

It  appeared  that  the  grand  list  of  the  real  estate  for  the  town 
of  Braintree,  for  the  year  1842,  as  made  up  in  the  first  instance, 
and  adopted  by  the  county  averaging  committee,  was  $229,995,00 
on  which  the  State  conmiittee,  appointed  by  the  legislature,  for 
that  year,  ordered  a  deduction  of  8  per  cent.,  reducing  said  grand 
list  to  the  sum  of  $211,595,40,  and  that  this  deduction  was  made 
in  the  said  grand  list,  by  the  listers  of  said  town  prior  to  Decem- 
ber 10th,  1842,  and  that  aU  taxes,  including  State,  State  school, 
town  and  county  taxes,  were  assessed  upon  the  grand  list  of  real 
estate  so  reduced  by  the  deduction  of  8  per  cent. 

The  plaintiff  insisted,  that  such  assessment  was  irregular,  and 
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that  the  list  as  established  by  the  State  committee  was  the  basis  for 
assessing  State  taxes  only.  That  the  plaintiff  paid  the  collector 
of  taxes  for  said  town,  in  the  year  1844,  5,  6  &  7,  for  town  taxes 
$28,63,  and  interest  added  to  January  20th,  1852,  $9,02  and  in 
all,  $37,65. 

For  State  taxes  in  said  years,  $7,14,  interest  added,  $2,10,  is  in 
an,  $9,24. 

For  State  school  taxes,  $4,54,  interest  added,  $1,35,  is  in  all 
9d,o9. 

It  also  appeared,  that  the  grand  list  of  real  estate  for  said  town 
in  1847,  was  ordered  to  be  increased  by  adding  3  per  cent  there- 
to, by  order  of  the  State  committee  for  that  year,  that  such  addi- 
tion was  not  made  to  the  lists  in  the  year  1847,  and  that  taxes 
were  assessed  in  1848  upon  the  list  as  originally  made  up  by  the 
listers  without  the  addition  of  the  3  per  cent  The  plaintiff  pidd 
in  1848,  for  taxes  assessed  on  said  list  of  1847 : — 

Town  tax,  $5,94,  interest  added,  $1,06,  in  all,  $7,00. 
State  tax,  $1,42,  interest  added,  0,24,  in  all,  $1,66. 
School  tax,  0.95,  interest  added,  0,15,  in  all,  $1,10. 

It  did  not  appear,  whether  the  order  of  the  State  committee  ad- 
ding  3  per  cent  in  1847,  was  certified  to  the  listers  in  season  to 
have  been  complied  with  by  said  listers  before  completing  the  same, 
or  before  the  10th  day  of  December,  of  that  year  or  not.  The 
plaintiff,  during  all  the  years  in  question  was  assessed  upon  real 
estate  only,  with  the  exception  of  his  poll. 

Under  the  defendants  plea  in  offset,  the  referee  found  the  plain- 
tiff indebted  to  the  defendants  on  the  20th  day  of  January  1852, 
in  the  sum  of  $28,82  on  a  previous  note.  And  if  the  court  are 
of  opinion  that  all  the  taxes  herein  named,  were  legally  assessed, 
then  the  referee  finds  due  to  the  defendants  from  the  plaintiff,  the 
said  sum  of  $28,82. 

But  if  the  court  should  decide,  that  the  town  taxes  only  can  be 
recovered,  and  that  all  of  these,  both  on  the  lists  of  1842  and  '47, 
should  be  refunded,  then  the  referee  finds  due  plaintiff,  $15,83. — 
And  if  the  court  decides  that  the  town  tax  assessed  on  the  list  of 
1847,  and  that  only  can  be  recovered,  then  the  referee  finds  due 
the  defendants,  $21,82.     To  the  report,  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  county  court,  January  term,  1852. — Collamer,  J.,  presid- 
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iDg — ^rendered  judgment  on  the  report  for  the  defendants  to  recov- 
er on  their  offset,  twenty  dollars  and  sixty-seven  cents  damages 
and  their  costs. 

Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

P.  Perrin  and  E»  Weston  for  plaintiff. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
of  certain  taxes,  assessed  by  the  selectmen  of  said  town  and  paid 
by  the  plaintiff,  which  he  alledges  were  illegally  assessed,  and  the 
lists  and  taxes  are  void. 

The  taxes  for  the  years  1843,  4,  5,  6  &  7,  were  assessed  upoa 
the  grand  list  of  said  town  upon  the  basis  of  the  State  equaUsing 
coniBiittee  who  ordered  a  deduction  of  8  per  cent,  upon  all  the  real 
estate  in  said  town,  whereas  they  should  have  been  assessed  eith- 
er upon  the  town  or  county  valuation  for  all  purposes,  except 
State  taxes,  the  valuation  of  the  legislative  equalizing  committee 
being  the  proper  basis  for  State  taxes  only.  Statute  of  1841,  Sec 
18,  being  the  same  as  Compiled  Stat,  p.  459,  Sec  46.  See  also 
Sec.  49 — also  Laws  of  1851,  p.  38,  Sec.  3. 

The  taxes  assessed  upon  the  grand  list  of  1847,  payable  in  1848, 
as  well  as  the  list  of  1847  are  void,  for  the  reason  that  the  order 
of  the  legislative  equalising  committee  adding  3  per  cent,  to  the 
real  estate  in  said  town  was  entirely  disregarded  by  the  listers, 
and  was  not  so  added.  Henry  v.  Chester^  15  Yt.  460.  Downing 
V.  Eoherts,  22  Vt.  455. 

J^  P.  Kidder,  J.  B.  IhUchinson  and  &  M.  Flint  for  defendants. 

L  The  taxes  collected  previous  to '  1848,  were  made  on  the  list  of 
1842,  agreeably  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Chester y 
15  Yt  460,  and  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  this  State  as  there  ex- 
plained. '^  The  list  was  not  complete  until  the  alterations,  required 
by  the  county  and  State  committees  were  made.  Until  that  time, 
it  was  merely  in  an  inchoate  state— so  imperfect  as  no  more  to 
form  the  basis  of  any  legal  tax,  than  if  it  had  been  returned  at  any 
former  stage  in  its  progress,"  p.  469.  Collamer  v.  Drury,  16  Vt. 
574. 

Comp.  Stat.  p.  460,  Sec.  50,  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  listers  to 
complete  and  return  the  list  as  finished  to  the  office  of  the  town 
clerk,  on  or  before  the  first  Monday  in  December,  in  each  year^ — 


MARCH  TERM,  1852.  417 


Spear  v.  Town  of  Bnintree. 


By  Sec  44,  p.  118,  the  selectmen  are  directed  to  make  out  State, 
countj'  and  town  taxes  uniformly  and  proportionably  on  the  grand 
UsL  There  is  no  statute  requiring  two  lists  in  each  town.  In 
construing  statutes,  the  rule  of  construction  is  to  ascertain  what 
was  the  intention  of  those  using  the  language  to  be  gathered  from 
the  language  used,  taken  in  connection  with  the  whole  subject  and 
having  reference  to  aU  that  is  said  on  the  subject.  Catlin^Y.  J&tUj 
21  Yt.  152.     Comp.  Stat.  p.  456,  last  part  of  Sec  28. 

2.  The  taxes  that  were  collected  for  and  went  into  the  State 
and  county  treasury,  cannot  be  recovered  of  the  town — at  any  rate 
in  this  form  of  action. 

d.  Quere4 — Whether  the  State  school  taxes  can  be  recovered  of 
the  town.  A  school  district  is  declared  to  be  a  body  politic  and 
eorporale  as  much  as  a  town,  and  this  money  was  collected  for  and 
went  into  the  treasury  of  the  several  school  districts,  and  that  by 
State  authority  directing  a  tax  of  nine  cents  on  the  dollar  of  the 
grand  list,  each  year,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  such  districts. — 
Cknnpb  Stat.,  p.  472,  Sec  1.  p.  153,  Sec  68.  Perry  v.  Dover^ 
12  Pick.  R.  206. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Rbdfield,  J.  The  important  question  in  this  case,  is,  wheth- 
er the  alteration  made  in  the  grand  list  of  the  several  towns,  by 
the  ocHnmittee  of  the  legislature,  is  to  be  regarded,  in  nsMssing  town 
taxes.  It  is  certain  that  was  so  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  p. 
546  f  18 ;  ^  And  such  listers  shall  then  proceed  to  finish  their 
**  lists,  by  making  the  additions,  or  deductions,  so  made  by  the 
^  ooonty  and  State  average,  and  make  out  one  entire  list,  and  re- 
^tnm  the  same  to  the  town  clerks,  by  the  tenth  of  December— on 
**  which.  State,  county  and  town  taxes  shall  be  made."  But  the 
present  law,  which  has  been  in  force  since  1841,  provides  that  the 
list  averaged  by  the  State  committee  ^'  should  be  the  list  upon 
**  which  State  taxes  shall  be  made."  And  the  present  law  con- 
tains also  an  express  provision,  that  the  appraisal  of  real  estate, 
after  being  averaged  by  the  county  committee  of  listers,  ^  shall 
^  stand  for  the  valuation  of  real  estate  for  the  succeeding  five 
^  years ;"  and  no  such  provision  whatever  was  contained  in  the  Re- 
Tised  Statutes. 

This  important  alteration  in  the  terms  of  the  Statute,  must  have 
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been  intentional,  and  we  have  no  means  of  knowing,  why  it  was 
done,  or  for  what  purpose,  except  the  one  so  dearly  indicated  in 
the  terms  used,  that  the  State  average  should  only  affect  State 
taxes — ^we  see  no  good  reason  why  it  should  be  made  to  affect 
other  taxes,  but  it  is  certain  it  did  under  the  former  law.  The 
list  under  that  law  was  not  complete  until  these  additions  and  de- 
ductions were  made.  And  for  that  reason,  among  others,  the  list 
in  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Chester,  15  Vt,  460,  was  held  imperfect 
and  incomplete.  In  that  case,  be  sure,  both  the  additions  requir- 
ed by  the  county  and  State  committees  were  omitted,  and  where 
the  county  committee  required  ten  per  cent,  to  be  added  to  build- 
ings and  lots,  the  listers  actually  deducted  ten  per  cent,  and  all  this 
was  evidently  done  designedly,  and  with  the  purpose  of  oppress- 
ing the  plaintiff,  whose  list  of  personal  property  was  very  large, 
his  taxes  for  town  purposes,  being  with  interest,  between  $700 
and  $800.  That  case  was  decided,  as  it  was,  chiefly  upon  the 
ground  that  the  defects  in  the  list  could  not  be  fairly  regarded  as 
accidental,  or  hanafde,  as  is  there  expressly  said.  In  the  pres- 
ent case,  the  deduction  of  eight  per  cent,  from  the  list  of  real  es- 
tate for  1842,  and  four  years  succeeding,  for  all  taxes,  but  State 
taxes,  is  certainly  not  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  law 
then  in  force.  But  the  list  was  complete,  for  all  other  taxes  but 
State  taxes  before  that.  It  was  in  no  sense  inchoate,  or  imper- 
fect, as  in  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Chester,  and  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  this  was  done  bona  fide,  or  that  it  might  have  been  so  done. 
We  could  not,  therefore,  regard  this  case,  as  coming  within  the 
principles  of  the  case  of  Henry  v.  Chester,  And  upon  principle,  we 
think  the  list,  for  such  an  error  ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  void ; 
but  that  it  should  be  held  as  a  mere  mistake,  like  an  error  of  com- 
putation in  assessing  a  tax. 

And  where  the  action  is  for  money  had  and  received,  as  in  the 
present  case,  or  in  case  which  are  equitable  actions,  it  was  held  on 
the  last  circuit,  in  Caledonia  county,  in  the  case  of  Fairbanks  v. 
Kittredge  and  others,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  more  than 
his  actual  damages,  resulting  from  the  irregularity.  And  in  the 
present  case,  as  the  plaintiff  was  assessed  chiefly  for  real  estate,  it 
would  seem  probable,  that  he  was  benefitted  by  the  deduction  in 
1842  et  geq.  We  do  not  intend  to  say,  that  for  such  irregularity,  as 
the  present,  the  plaintiff  could  have  any  remedy  except  in  assump- 
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rit  or  case,  very  likelj  he  could  not.  But  dearly,  in  this  form  of 
action,  he  could  not  recover  for  a  mere  circumstantial  error,  which 
had,  in  fact,  operated  to  his  advantage.  And  this  principle  is  far 
more  ohviously  applicahle  to  a  case  of  this  kind,  than  the  case  ci- 
ted from  Caledonia  county. 

The  list  of  1847,  was  correct,  except  for  State  taxes,  and  we  do 
not  think  the  plaintiff  can  recover  in  this  form  of  action  for  money 
paid  for  State  taxes.  That  is  not  money,  which  the  town  ever 
received  to  retain^-so  of  the  State  school  tax — ^the  town  only 
collect  it,  as  agents,  and  were  not  liahle  to  this  action  after  having 
paid  it  to  the  school  district 

And  here,  too,  the  plaintiff  is  complaining  of  an  omission,  which 
operated  to  diminish  his  State  tax,  and  where  there  is  no  pretence 
of  bad  fidth,  and  no  proof  that  the  addition  was  ever  properly  cer- 
tified to  the  listers. 

Fiom  all  which,  it  is  evident,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
is  more  favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  than  it  would  be  likely  to  be  upon 
the  basis  of  our  decision,  and  we  shall  affirm  the  judgment,  unless 
the  plaintiff  thinks  a  new  trial  will  be  beneficial  to  him,  in  which 
we  think  he  is  entitled  to  it,  as  it  does  not  absolutely  appear 
entire  certainty  how  the  defects  in  the  list  might  affect  the 
plaintiff 

The  provision  of  the  statute  in  regard  to  the  sixth  column  of 
the  list,  has  reference  to  a  time  prior  to  the  county  average,  being 
required  to  be  deposited,  by  the  listers,  in  the  town  clerk's  office, 
before  the  first  of  July.  It  is  said  to  be  sure,  that  this  shall  be 
the  amount  upon  which  all  taxes  shall  be  assessed.  But  this  has 
reference  to  those  years,  in  which  there  is  no  appraisal  of  real  es- 
tate, or  else  it  is  to  be  qualified,  by  what  follows,  that  the  county 
average,  shall  be  added  or  deducted,  for  all  taxes,  and  the  State 
average,  for  State  taxes. 

The  plaintiffs  elected  to  have  judgment  reversed  and  the  case 
remanded  for  trial. 
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Abaunah  Spear  v.  Edmond  Tilson. 

Grand  List,     OoUeetar.    Return,    Adjournment* 

The  neglect  of  a  coUector  of  taxes  to  make  retam  in  writing,  of  his  proceedings  on 
his  warrant,  can  have  no  effect  to  make  him  a  trespasser  oft  initio.  Kor  is  he 
bonnd  to  certify  such  return  to  the  person  whose  property  has  been  1#:en  to 
satisfy  such  tax,  even  though  requested  so  to  do,  by  the  owner  of  such  property, 
and  snoh  retain  if  made,  would  not  be  proper  evidence  in  his  justification. 

In  all  cases  the  proceedings  of  the  collector  may  be  proved  by  parol,  when  neces- 
sary to  his  justification. 

Such  officer  may  lawfully  adjourn  the  sale  of  such  property,  and  his  powers  for 
that  purpose,  are  identical  with  those  of  an  officer  having  an  execution  for  col- 
lection. 

It  was  not  necessary  that  listers  should  make  oath  to  the  correctness  of  the  grand 
list,  prior  to  1841. 

The  existence  and  contents  of  a  grand  list  which  is  lost  or  destroyed,  may  be 
.  proved  by  parol. 

Trespass  for  taking  plaintiff's  mare.  Plea,  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations, general  issue  and  notice  of  special  matter,  which  was 
referred,  under  a  rule  of  court,  to  a  referee,  who  reported : 

That  the  mare  was  taken  by  the  defendant  as  collector  of  a 
town  tax  in  Braintree,  some  weeks  previous  to  March  18,  1844, 
and  posted  for  sale  under  a  warrant  for  the  collection  of  taxes, 
but  was  left  in  the  custody  of  the  plaintiff,  until  the  day  of  sale, 
which  was  March  18,  1844.  That  on  that  day  the  defendant  took 
the  mare  from  the  plaintiff  and  sold  her  at  auction,  which  is  the 
taking  complained  of. 

The  writ  in  this  suit  was  issued  March  18,  1850,  and  the  ref- 
eree decided  that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  a  bar  to  the  action. 

The  referee  also  found  that  the  defendant  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  taking  of  the  mare,  collector  of  Braintree,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  an  inhabitant  of  said  town,  and  liable  to  be  taxed  therein,  that 
he  was  legally  assessed  on  the  grand  list,  in  the  years  1840  and 
1841,  that  taxes  were  legally  voted  by  said  town,  on  said  lists,  and 
that  legal  tax  bills  were  thereon  made,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  the  taxes  assessed 
against  him,  that  the  defendent  took  the  mare  by  virtue  of  said 
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tax  bills  and  the  warrants  attached  to  them,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  pay  said  taxes,  that  the  defendant  legally  advertised  said  mare 
to  be  sold,  February  5,  1844,  when  he  legally  adjourned  the  sale 
to  March  18,  1844,  at  which  time  he  sold  said  mare  to  Samuel 
Spear,  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose,  who  was  the 
highest  bidder  for  her. 

That  the  defendant  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  and  after  the  sale, 
gave  to  said  Samuel  Spear  as  such  agent,  an  account  in  writing, 
of  the  tax,  costs  and  commission,  and  therein  accounted  fully  for 
the  proceeds  of  said  sale,  that  the  defendant  made  no  return  in 
writing,  upon  his  warrant,  or  otherwise,  of  the  sale  or  other  pro- 
ceedings, under  said  warrant,  and  that  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the 
defendant  during  the  week  previous  to  commencing  this  suit  and 
requested  him  to  make  out  and  certify  such  a  return,  which  the 
defendant  refused  to  do. 

The  referee  also  found  that  at  the  time  of  trial  there  was  no 
signature  of  the  listers  to  the  grand  list  of  1840,  that  it  was  mutil- 
ated and  portions  of  it  were  entirely  gone.  The  referee  permitted 
the  defendant  to  prove  by  parol,  that  said  list  was  properly  certi- 
fied when  returned  to  the  town  clerk's  office,  although  such  evi- 
dence was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  such  certificate  had 
been  destroyed. 

The  referee  also  reported  that  no  evidence  was  a4duced  to  show 
that  the  oath  of  the  listers  was  ever  certified  on  the  grand  list  of 
1841. 

The  county  court,  January  term,  1852,  Collamer,  J.,  presid- 
ing, accepted  the  report,  and  rendered  judgment  thereon  for  the 
defendant.     To  which  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

P,  Perrin  and  E,  Weston  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  statute  of  limitations  had  not  run  on  the  action.  French  v. 
Wilkini,  17  Vt.  341.  Weeks  v.  BiaUy  19  Conn.  376  and  cases  there 
cited. 

The  defendant  had  no  authority  to  adjourn  the  sale  without  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  doing  so,  and  afterwards  selling  the 
mare,  he  rendered  himself  liable  in  trespass  ab  initio.  He  also 
made  himself  liable  by  refusing  to  make  and  certify  a  copy  of  his 
doings.     Com.  St.  464  §  10  and  13. 

The  referee  erred  in  receiving  parol  testimony  of  the  certificate 
of  the  listers. 
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.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  grand  list  of  1840,  was  ever  sworn 
to  by  the  listers. 

/.  P,  Kidder,  J,  B.  BiUchinson,  and  S.  M,  FUrU  for  defendants. 

The  statute  of  limitations  had  fuUy  run.  Com.  St  878  f  5.  7 
Comjns  Dig.  397.  Doug.  465.  Castk  et  al  v.  BurdeU  H  aL^  Z 
T.  R.  623.  Preshy  v.  Williams,  15  Mass.  193.  In  tbfi  matter  of 
WeUman,  20  Vt  655. 

The  defendant  is  justified  under  his  plea  and  notice.  Tlie  stat- 
ute requiring  lists  to  be  sworn  to,  did  not  come  in  force  until  Jan. 
1842,  and  the  referee  did  not  err  in  admitting  the  parol  evidence 
to  prove  the  loss  of  part  of  the  list 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  In  this  case,  several  questions  have  arisen  under 
the  general  issue  and  notice,  and  a  more  difficult  one,  nnder  the 
plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  action  is  trespass  for  tak* 
ing  the  plaintiff's  mare,  and  was  commenced  on  the  18th  day  cf 
March,  1850,  the  same  day  the  property  was  taken.  The  defense, 
under  the  general  issue  and  notice,  consists  in  having  taken  the 
property  by  the  defendant,  as  collector  of  taxes  by  virtae  of  • 
warrant  therefor.  The  proceedings  of  the  collector  and  the  legal- 
ity of  the  tax,  are  to  be  taken  as  correct  and  legal,  unless  fcr 
causes  urged,  they  are  found  otherwise. 

The  neglect  of  the  constable  to  make  a  return  in  writing  of  htf 
proceedings  on  his  warrant,  with  his  certificate,  and  deliver  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff  as  requested,  can  have  no  effect  to  charge 
him  in  this  action  as  a  trespasser  (xb  initio. 

In  no  sense  could  such  a  return  be  considered  as  an  official  act 
There  is  no  statute  requiring  such  return  to  be  made  or  copy  to 
be  delivered,  except  when  the  delinquent  is  committed  to  jail,  in 
which  case  a  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  his  doings  thereon,  is  reqlli^ 
ed  to  be  left  with  the  keeper  of  the  jail.  In  all  other  cases,  liit 
proceedings  may  be  proved  by  parol,  when  necessary  in  his  jolli- 
fication. This,  of  necessity,  arises  from  the  fact,  that  if  he  had 
made  his  return,  it  would  not,  for  any  purpose  in  his  justificatioO) 
be  even  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts  there  stated.  HaAawof/ 
V.  Goodrich,  5  Vt  65. 

The  Comp.  St  464  Sec.  13,  requires  the  officer,  after  such  sale,  to 
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retam  the  overplus,  if  any  there  be,  to  the  former  owner  an  demand 
and  also  to  furnish  him  an  account  of  such  tax  and  cost  It  is 
stated  in  the  report,  that  on  the  daj  of  sale  the  defendant  gave' 
to  Samuel  Spear,  a  person  whom  the  referee  has  found  to  be  the 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose,  an  account  in  writing,  of  the 
tax,  costs  and  commissions,  and  accounted  fully  with  him  on  that 
occasion  for  the  proceeds  of  that  sale.  This  was  a  fuU  compliance 
with  his  duties,  as  required  by  that  section  of  the  act  Indepen- 
dent of  this  consideration  the  case  does  not  show  that  he  was  ever 
requested  to  deliver  this  account,  and  it  is  only  upon  such  request 
the  duty  arises.  The  agent  did  request  a  copy  of  the  collector's 
return  on  the  warrant,  but  this  he  was  not  bound  to  make  or  de- 
liver. 

Equally  unavailing  is  the  objection  that  the  grand  list  of  1840, 
was  not  sworn  to  by  the  listers,  or  that  parol  evidence  was  intro- 
duced of  the  certificate  of  the  listers,  when  it  was  lodged  with  the 
town  clerk.  There  was  no  statute  requiring  the  grand  list  to  be 
sworn  to  by  the  listers,  until  the  year  1841.  And  whenever  it 
becomes  necessary  to  prove  the  existence  or  contents  of  the  grand 
fist  in  case  of  its  destruction  or  loss,  we  entertain  no  doubt  that 
the  fact  may  be  shown  by  parol  proof. 

The  objection  that  the  sale  was  adjourned  by  the  collector,  from 
the  5th  of  February  to  the  18th  of  March,  1844,  must  also  be 
OYerruled.  The  Stat  p.  464  Sec.  12,  specifies  the  time  within 
which  it  shall  not  be  sold,  and  this  for  the  benefit  of  the  delinquent, 
to  enable  him  to  redeem  the  property,  by  the  payment  of  the  tax. 
Beyond  that  time,  the  right  and  power  of  adjournment  rests  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  of  the  collector.  Such  an  adjourn- 
ment may  be  necessary  for  the  want  of  bidders,  or  to  prevent  the 
property  from  being  sacrificed.  And  the  right  to  the  exercise  of 
that  power  is  the  same  as  that  of  any  officer  having  property 
attached  on  execution.  Tamltnson  v.  Wheeler,  1  Aik.  Rep.  194. 
15  Vt  211.  It  may  be  exercised  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make 
him  liable  for  neglect  But  he  would  not  thereby  become  a  tres- 
passer ab  initio.  The  defense  is  sustained  under  the  general  issue 
and  notice.  This  renders  it  unnecessary  to  decide  the  question 
arising  under  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  the  propriety 
f)f  filing  that  -plea,  after  a  special  notice  under  the  general  issue. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 


424.  ORANGE  COUNTY. 

Bliss  r.  Conn.  &  Pass.  Rivers  R.  R.  Co. 

Ellis  Bliss  v.  Conn.  &  Pas.  Rivers  Railroad  Compant. 

Appeal,     Lunacy,     Inebriety, 

Whenever  a  man  looses  his  memory  and  understanding,  he  is  entitled  to  legal  pro- 
tection, whether  such  loss  is  occasioned  by  his  own  imprudence  or  misconduct, 
or  by  the  act  of  providence. 

Petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari.  It  appeared  that  the  peti- 
tioner for  a  long  time  was  deprived  of  the  proper  exercise  of  his 
mental  faculties,  bj  continued  intoxication.  The  case  is  fully 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  which  was  delivered  at  the 
Special  Term,  September,  1852,  at  Woodstock. 

R,  McK,  Ormsby  for  petitioner. 

Underwood  Sf  Parker  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  In  this  application  for  the  writ  of  certiorari^  the  pe- 
titioner complains  of  a  decision  of  the  county  court  in  dismissing 
an  appeal  from  the  award  of  commissioners  in  assessing  damages 
for  land  taken  by  the  corporation,  in  the  construction  of  their 
railroad.  The  difference  of  between  two  and  three  hundred  dol- 
lars in  the  second  appraisal  over  that  of  the  first,  is  quite  satisfac- 
tory that  the  petitioner  has  reason  to  complain  of  injustice  in  the 
first  appraisal ;  so  that  the  case*  rests  upon  the  question  whether 
there  was  error  in  the  proceedings. 

The  appeal  was  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
taken  within  the  time  limited  by  the  act.  But  it  is  insisted  by 
this  petitioner  that  he  was,  during  that  time,  within  the  saving 
clause  of  the  act  as  being  insane,  and  that  the  appeal  was  taken  in 
due  season  after  that  disability  was  Removed.  The  8th  Sec.  of^ 
the  act  of  incorporation  provides  "  that  the  owner  of  real  estate,  who 
"  feels  aggrieved  by  the  decision  of  the  commissioners,  may  withi 
"  ninety  days  from  the  making  of  such  decision  and  notice  thereof, 
"  or  from  the  removal  of  the  disabilities  in  the  preceding  sectioi 
"  mentioned,  appeal  to  the  county  court,  &;c"  The  disabilitie^i^ 
there  mentioned  "  are  married  women,  infants,  idiots  or  insane.*"^ 


MARCH  TERM,   1852.  425 


>k 


Bliss  V.  Conn.  &  Pass.  Rivers  R.  R.  Co. 


The  county  court,  in  passing  upon  this  subject,  found  the  facts  true 
in  relation  to  the  condition  and  mind  of  the  petitioner,  as  stated  in 
the  various  depositions  which  are  made  part  of  the  case,  and  when 
the  court  use  the  expression  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  "  that  thej 
"  did  not  consider  him  as  positively  insane,"  we  are  not  to  under- 
stand that,  as  2k  fact  found  in  the  ease,  but  simply  as  the  expression 
of  an  opinion  that  a  mind  thus  affected  and  impaired,  is  not  within 
the  provisions  of  the  act. 

In  dismissing  the  appeal,  the  court  evidently  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  that  no  case  would  fall  within  that  provision,  short  of 
settled  frenzy  or  positive  distraction  and  delusion  of  mind,  and 
when  that  state  was  not  produced  by  the  party's  own  voluntary 
act  or  excess.     That  provision  of  the  act  should  evidently  be  lib- 
erally construed,  and  should  include  all  cases  that  are  within  its 
spirit,  as  well  as  its  letter.     Lunatics,  and  persons  non  compos^  are 
not  mentioned,  and  yet  they  would  evidently  come  within  its  pro- 
visions.    The  term  insane^  by  a  distinct  provision  of  our  statute 
p.  68  Sec.  6  and  p.  407  Sec.  11,  includes  "idiots,  persons  non 
compos,  lunatics,  and  distracted  persons,"  and  this  deBnition  of  the 
term  by  statute,  is  declaratory  of  the  common  law.     In  Co.  Litt* 
247,  there  is  given  a  classiBcation  of  the  different  cases  of  menial 
derangement,  and  in  that,  express  mention  is  made  of  those  who* 
by  inebnation  and  drunkenness,  have  deprived  themselves  of  their 
memory  and  understanding.     And  whatever  may  have  been  the* 
rule  formerly,  that  such  a  person  was  not  within  legal  ])rotectien,. 
unless  as  was  afterwards  held,  that  state  was  produced  by  practi- 
ces of  the  other  party,  yet  the  law  is  now  well  settled  otherwise,, 
and  so  far  as  legal  capacity  is  concerned,  it  is  immaterial  from 
what  causes  such  a  state  of  mind  arises,  whether  by  the  act  of 
providence,  or  the  party's  own  imprudence.     It  is-  the  state  and 
condition  of  the  mind  itself,  the  law  will  notice,  and  not  the  causes 
that  produced  it.     1  Story's.  Eq.  247  §  225.     2  Kent's  Com.  563. 
5  Mason's  U.  S.  Rep.  28.     2  Aik.  Rep.  167.     16  Vt.  335.     And 
as  the  object  of  this  provision  of  the  act  was  to  save  the  rights  of 
those  who  have  not  legal  capacity  to  protect  them,   those  who 
aire  deprived  of  that  capacity,  from  whatever  cause  it  may  arise,, 
sire  included  within  its  provisions. 

It  is  not,  however,  every  stage  of  inebriation  that  is  attended 
^vrith  legal  incapacity.     It  is  not  so,,  when  the  individual  is  under 
XXIV.  28 
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a  mere  temporary  excitement,  unless  it  has  been  carried  to  that 
degree  which  may  be  called  excessive,  and  the  party  is  depriv- 
ed of  his  reason  and  understanding.  In  such  case,  when  un- 
der that  excessive  excitement.  Justice  Stort  remarks,  1  £q« 
Juris.  §  231,  "  That  no  contract  or  other  act  can,  or  ought  to 
be  binding,"  so  too  if  the  party  is  not  under  that  temporary  excite- 
ment. Yet  if  by  such  repeated  practices,  his  mind  has  beccNne 
habitually  diseased,  his  perceptive  powers  seriously  affected,  if  he 
has  become  divested  of  his  reason,  and  unconscious  of  his  external 
relations,  he  has  then  assumed  the  character  of  one  deranged,  of  a 
mind  incapable  of  healthy  action,  and  has  lost  that  legal  capacity 
that  renders  him  responsible  for  his  acts.  Thus  it  is  said  in  3 
Bac.  Arb«  526  (a)  '^  That  though  one  mad  by  drunkenness  is  not 
"  entitled  to  legal  protection,  yet  if  by  one  or  more  such  practices, 
^<  an  habitual  or  fixed  frenzy  be  caused,  though  this  madness  was 
^'  contracted  by  the  vice  and  will  of  the  party,  the  habitual  and 
^  fixed  frenzy  thereby  caused,  puts  the  man  in  the  same  conditioo 
^'  as  if  the  same  was  contracted  at  first  involuntarily,  and  is  the 
''same  as  any  other  frenzy,  and  equally  excusetb  him.^  Hie 
same  is  said  by  Lord  Coke,  Co.  Litt.  247.  Dean's  Med.  Juris. 
585.    Jac.  Law  Diet.  37  L     3  Amer.  Jurist  15. 

With  these  principles  in  view,  we  are  led  to  the  examination  of 
the  question,  whether  this  petitioner  was  in  that  state  of  mind  that 
places  him  within  the  saving  provisions  of  this  act.     No  one  cao 
read  the  depositions  of  Doctor  Carpenter  and  Poole,  and  the  state- 
ment of  Edward  P.  Bliss,  and  have  any  misgivings  on  the  subject, 
/or  they  are  full,  as  to  the  extent  of  his  inebriation  and  the  effect 
it  had  produced  on  his  mind.     We  learn  as  facts  in  the  case,  that 
for  a  long  period,  the  petitioner  was  not  only  excessively  intem- 
perate, but  to  that  extent  as  to  render  him  unfit  and  incapable  of 
transacting  business  that  required  thought  or  memory.    That  for 
most  of  the  time  during  the  period  in  question,  he  was  out  of  \os 
mind,  so  crazy  as  to  require  close  attention  to  prevent  his  doing 
mischief,  threatening  to  commit  personal  violence  upon  others,  to 
bum  his  buildings,  and  was  necessarily  held  in  restraint  by  fbrc^ 
that  he  was  rapidly  verging  towards  delirium  tremens,  and  inca- 
pable of  deliberating  upon  those  matters  and  weighing  their  con- 
sequences, with  which  his  interests  were  intimately  connected 
jJLnd  in  relation  to  the  subject  matter  of  this  appeal,  we  also  leaiv 
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^  that  the  members  of  his  family  often  tried  to  talk  with  him  about 
it,  but  could  never  communicate  anything  to  him,  or  make  him 
understand  anjrthing  on  the  subject,  until  they  were  finally  inform- 
ed it  was  too  late  to  do  anything."     Such  was  his  state  and  condi- 
tion cU  the  time  the  land  was  taken  by  the  commissioners,  when  it 
was  appraised  and  notice  given^  and  when  the  appeal  was  actually 
taken.     For  it  was  taken  by  his  sons,  when  he  was  incapable  of 
being  consulted,  but  he  was  anxious  to  prosecute  the  same  when 
afterwards  he  had  in  some  measure  recovered  the  proper  exercise 
of  his  mind.     It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  case,  not  merely  of 
excessive  inebriation,  but  of  insanity  and  legal  incapacity  arising 
therefrom,  if  this  is  not  one.     If  an  action  had  been  brought  upon 
a  bond  or  contract  executed  during  this  period,  no  court  would 
hesitate  to  find  a  total  want  of  that  assent  of  mind  necessary  to 
make  a  binding  contract     For  such  assent  implies  ^  a  free  and 
serious  exercise  of  the  reasoning  faculty,  and  thfe  power,  both 
physical  and  moral,  of  deliberating  upon  the  matter,  and  weighing 
its  consequences."     And  Ch.  Walworth  says,  1   Paige  Rep.  580, 
**  That  if  a  person  for  a  considerable  length  of  time  be  so  intoxi- 
**  cated  as  to  deprive  him  of  his  ordinary  reasoning  powers,  it  is 
**  prima  fade  evidence  that  he  is  incapable  of  managing  his  affairs." 
And  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Pitt  v.  Smith,  3  Camp.  Rep.  33, 
held  that  an  agreement  made  under  such  circumstances  was  void, 
and  said  ''  That  such  person  had  not  an  agreeing  mind,"  and 
which  he  adhered  to  in  Fenton  v.  HaUoway,  1  Stark.  Rep.  126. 
This  has  also  been  so  held  at  law,  in  this  State,  2  Aik.  Rep.  167, 
and  in  equity  in  the  case  of  Conant  v.  Jackson,  1 6  Vt.  335  and  I 
Story's  Eq.  Juris.  Sec.  227,  8,  9.     And  a  party  will  be  relieved 
from  any  conveyance  or  contract  made  under  such  circumstances* 
It  would  be  exceedingly  inconsistent  to  say,  that  the  law  under 
such  circumstances,  will  protect  an  individual  from  liabilities  aris- 
ing ex-contractu,  and  yet  will  not  protect  him  in  his  title  and  en- 
joyment of  his  real  estate,  or  will  suffer  it  to  be  taken  from  him 
by  proceedings  purely  in  invitum  for  a  greatly  inadequate  consid- 
eration, by  a  neglect  to  take  an  appeal  within  a  limited  time,  when 
daring  that  time,  he  was  unable  to  understand  the  nature  of  the 
proceedings  instituted  for  that  purpose,  or  the  consequences  of  his 
neglect.     The  right  of  the  corporation  to  take  this  land  is  given  by 
the  legislature  in  the  exercise  of  their  right  of  sovereignty,  and  they 
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are  required  by  their  charter,  first  to  negotiate  with  the  landholder^ 
as  to  the  amount  of  compensation,  this  failing,  the  property  is  to 
be  appraised,  subject  to  the  right  of  appeaL  In  all  these  proceed- 
ings, there  is  required  on  the  part  of  the  landholder,  the  exerdse 
of  as  sound  and  healthy  a  mmd,  and  of  reason  as  unimpaired,  as 
is  required  in  making  any  contract  or  disposition  of  his  estate. 
And  after  the  land  has  been  taken  by  the  corporation  and  appro- 
priated to  their  own  use,  it  can  but  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of 
moral  duty,  to  permit  it  to  be  taken  from  him  for  an  inadequate 
consideration,  or  to  deprive  him,  under  such  circumstances,  of  his 
right  of  appeal.  We  think,  therefore,  the  appeal  should  not  have 
been  dismissed,  and  that  the  petitioner  should  have  been  permitted 
to  prosecute  the  case  under  that  provision  of  the  act  giving  ninety 
days  for  appealing,  afler  the  disabilities  therein  mentioned  are 
removed. 

This  renders  unnecessary,  the  examination  of  the  other  ques- 
tions presented,  and  on  which  we  give  no  opinion.  The  result  is 
that  there  is  error,  and  that  this  writ  must  issue,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  county  court,  in  dismissing  the  appeal,  must  be  reversed. 


E.  P.  &  J.  W.  Bliss  r.  Connecticut  and  Pas.  Rivers  Rail- 

noAD  Company. 

Service  hy  indifferent  persoi^s.     Defective  service.     Motion  to  dii- 

miss.     Abatement,     Amendment. 

Where  the  defects,  souglit  to  be  taken  ndvnntnjre  of,  nre  in  the  form  of  the  tnthor 
ity,  or  in  the  service  of  the  writ,  it  should  be  by  plea  in  abatement. 

But  when  the  defect,  complained  of,  is  a  total  want  of  an  essential  ingredient  eith 
er  in  the  writ,  or  Her%'ice  of  the  wnt,  and  that  apparent  upon  the  reconl,  it  DttT 
be  taken  advantage  of  upon  motion  to  dismiss. 

Amen.lments  to  the  record,  can  be  made,  as  well  on  motion  to  dismiss,  as  oo  » 
plea. 

Tins  was  an  action  on  the  case.     The  defendants  filed  in  court 
the  following  motion  to  dismiss.     **  And  now  the  defendants  come 
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**  and  move  said  cause  to  be  dismissed,  because  said  writ  purports  to 
"  have  been  served  by  William  Barker  an  indifferent  person,  and 
**  by  no  other  person,  or  officer,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  said 
"  Barker  was  in  anywise  authorized  to  serve  said  writ,  and  de- 
**  fendants  have  never  accepted  service  of  the  same.  Therefore, 
^  they  pray  said  suit  and  said  writ  be  dismissed,  and  for  their 
«  costs."* 

This  motion  was  filed  within  the  rule  of  the  county  court,  for 
filing  pleas  in  abatement  and  dilatory  pleas.  The  return  upon  the 
writ  was  signed  William  Barker,  indifferent  person.  The  writ 
was  not  directed  to  him,  nor  did  it  appear  from  the  writ,  that  he 
was  in  any  way  authorized  to  serve  the  same. 

The  county  court,  January  term,  1851,  overruled  said  motion, 
and  rendered  judgment  that  the  defendants  answer  over.  To 
which  decision  of  the  court,  in  rendering  such  judgment,  and 
oyerruling  said  motion,  the  defendants  excepted. 

Parker  and  Underwood  for  defendants. 

This  method  of  taking  advantage  of  defects  apparent  on  the  rec- 
ord is  familiar  to  our  legislation.  Comj).  Stat.,  242,  243,  Sect  5, 
10  &  284,  Sect  1.  So  in  the  case  at  bar,  all  appears  by  inspec- 
tion of  the  writ.  We  may  as  well  take  nuvantage  of  the  defect 
by  motion,  as  of  the  defect  that  the  true  d;«y,  month,  &c.,  are  not 
noted  on  the  process  as  was  done  in  Dassance  v.  GateSy  13  Vt. 
275.  ffuhbell  v.  Galey  3  Vt.  2GG:  The  statute  is,  "the  writ  of 
"  process  may  be  directed  to  and  served  by  an  indifferent  person 
"being  named."  Why  directed  to  him?  because  only  by  the 
direction  does  he  get  his  authority;  and  only  by  that  can  this 
court  recognize  his  authority  to  act.  Why  named  ?  So  that  the 
court  on  inspection,  may  see  it.  No  matter  who  makes  the  return 
or  signs  it,  if  it  be  not  the  person  to  whom  directed  and  being  nam- 
ed, it  is  no  service,  it  is  wholly  void.  If  an  authorization  is  void, 
if  made  before  the  writ  is  filled,  certainly  a  totxil  absence  of  au- 
thority on  a  filled  writ  is  equally  bad.  JTe/Zy  v.  Parts  et  aL,  10 
Vt  261.     Dolbar  v.  Hancock,  19  Vt  388. 


♦  The  defendants,  after  verdict  for  plaintiffs,  and  before  judgment  thereon,  filed 
a  motion  in  arrest,  alledging  that  the  declaration  and  matters  therein  contained  are 
not  sufficient  in  law.  The  case  turned  upon  the  motion  to  dismiss,  above  recited, 
and  the  motion  in  arrest  was  not  passed  upon  by  the  court. 
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Generallj,  if  matters  of  abatement  are  apparent  on  the  record, 
the  exception  may  be  taken  by  motion.  Nye  v.  Liscomby  21  PicL 
263.  Guild  V.  Richardson,  6  Pick.  363.  Simonds  v.  Parker  1 
Met.  508.  Jacobs  v.  Millen,  14  Mass.  132.  Ames  v.  Winsor^  19 
Pick.  247.  BuUard  v.  Nantucket  Bank,  5  Mass.  99.  Hawks  v. 
Kenehecky  7  Mass.  461.  Hart  v.  Fitzgerald,  2  Mass.  209.  Wood 
V.  i?(7M,  11  Mass.  271.     Gage  v.  Gannett,  10  Mass.  176. 

When  there  is  no  legal  service  of  the  writ,  and  the  defect  is  ap- 
parent on  the  record,  the  court  will  abate  the  writ  Carlisle  v. 
Weston,  21  Pick.  535.  Tinglg  v.  Bateman,  10  Mass.  350.  Law- 
rence  v.  Smith,  5  Mass.  362. 

B,  McK,  Ormshy  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  rightly  ovemiled,  because  the  defect 
in  service,  if  any,  was  not  apparent  of  record.  Mitchell  v.  Star^ 
buck,  10  Mass.  6.     Gage  v.  GanneU,  10  Mass.  176. 

Since  void,  deputation  is  only  matter  of  abatement,  and  if  not 
so  pleaded,  the  execution  will  not  be  void.  KeUogg,  ex  parte,  6  Vt 
509.  The  language  of  the  motion  is  argumentative.  Hill  v.  Pow- 
ers,  16  Vt.  516. 

Any  irregularity,  or  defect  in  service,  must  be  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment.    Charlotte  v.  Webb,  7  Vt.  38. 

By  the  Court.  In  this  case,  the  writ  was  served  by  an  indif- 
ferent person,  and  no  authority  whatever  appears  for  such  ser- 
vice. The  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  action  for  want  of 
service,  therein  alledging  that  the  person  serving  the  same,  **  does 
not  appear  to  have  had  any  aiUhority  to  serve  the  same^^  and  that 
the  writ  purports  to  have  been  served  by  such  indifferent  person, 
and  that  defendants  have  not  accepted  service. 

If  the  defects  complained  of,  were  in  the /orm  of  the  authority, 
or  in  the  service,  it  should  clearly  be  pleaded  in  abatement,  or  it 
would  be  disregarded,  but  where  the  defect  complained  of,  is  a  toi 
want  of  an  essential  ingredient  either  in  the  writ,  or  service,  i 
has  been  customary  to  take  notice  of  it  upon  motion. 

If  the  writ  was  not  signed  by  any  one  having  authority  to  si, 
writs,  or  not  signed  at  all,  or  if  it  were  signed  by  one  having  n 
authority  whatever,  or  not  served  at  all,  and  if  these  defects 
in  their  nature  incapable  of  cure  by  any  supposable  replication-* 
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we  do  not  see  whj  the  defect  may  not  be  taken  advantage  of,  by 
motion  to  dismiss. 

And  in  the  present  case,  if  the  form  of  the  authorization  were 
ever  so  defective,  or  if  there  were  any  mode  known  to  the  law, 
by  which  an  authority  to  serve  writs,  could  be  conferred  by  an  act 
not  appearing  on  the  writ,  or  if  there  were  any  supposable  mode 
in  which  an  indifferent  person  could  serve  a  court  writ,  not  direct- 
ed to  him  by  name,  we  should  certainly  feel  called  upon  to  over- 
rule this  motion,  or  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  do- 
ing so. 

And  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  after  verdict 
and  judgment,  if  the  judgment  could  fairly  be  affirmed,  without 
seeming  absurdly  refined  in  escaping  obvious  and  glaring  defects, 
sufficiently  apparent  not  to  escape  the  notice  of  any  one,  and  as 
fatal  as  any  defect  could  be,  we  should  certainly  be  inclined  to  do 
it.  If  this  motion  had  not  been  filed  strictly  within  the  rule  of 
the  county  court,  we  would  presume  the  court  overruled  it  for  that 
cause.  But  we  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  such  mode  of  es- 
cape. 

And  it  seems  to  us  the  defect  is  one  of  merits,  and  that  it  is  en- 
tire  and  not  merely  formal,  or  circumstantial,  and  that  it  is  so  ap- 
parent upon  the  record,  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  it  may  not  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  motion  to  dismiss,  and  that  it  is  not  cura- 
ble by  any  supposable  replication,  and  that  it  is  therefore  fatal 
even  in  this  form. 

The  supposition  which  is  the  only  one  by  which  we  have  seen 
any  mode  of  making  out  any  service  of  the  writ,  i.  e.,  that  Bar- 
ker might  have  been  a  constable  or  sheriff,  if  it  had  been  true, 
should  have  been  brought  upon  the  record  by  an  amendment. — 
This  might  have  been  done  as  well  on  a  motion  to  dismiss,  as  on  a 
plea. 

With  a  sincere  desire  to  escape  the  consequences  of  this  motion 
at  this  late  stage  in  the  case,  and  an  earnest  effort  to  do  so,  we 
have  found  it  impossible,  and  the  judgment  is  therefore  reversed 
and  the  suit  dismissed.  Case  v.  Humphrey,  6  Conn.  B.  130,  seems 
fully  to  sustain  the  view  here  t^ken. 
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Solomon  Dunham  v.  Michael  Lee. 

Trespass,     Bailment.    Fraud, 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  B.  has  no  power  to  sell  a  horse  tiiat  A. 
has  conditionally  pnt  into  B.'s  hands.  If  B.  sells  the  horse,  the  very  act  of  sale 
terminates  the  bailment,  and  A.  has  the  right  to  take  immediate  possession,  even 
if  part  of  the  purchase  money  has  been  paid,  and  retain  it  until  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  money  is  paid. 

And  if  B.  hod  a  right  to  sell,  and  the  sale  was  so  tinctured  with  fraud  as  to  be 
voidable  at  the  election  of  B.,  then  A.,  as  principal  vendor,  might  do  it. 

Trespass  for  taking  a  certain  mare.  Plea  general  issue,  and 
trial  by  jury. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  property  in 
the  mare,  introduced  a  certain  written  contract,  which  was  executed 
by  one  James  Putney  to  the  plaintiff,  by  the  terms  of  which,  thesud 
Putney  was  to  keep  said  mare  six  months  and  if  he  then  paid  the 
plaintiff  twenty -five  dollars,  he  was  to  have  the  mare  one  year  more, 
and  if  he  paid  twenty-five  dollars  more  at  the  end  of  said  year  the 
mare  was  to  be  the  property  of  said  Putney.  The  plaintiff  then 
proved  that  the  mare  was  immediately  put  into  said  Putney's  pos- 
session and  remained  in  his  possession  until  the  spring  of  1850, 
when  said  Putney  exchanged  said  mare  and  a  harness  with  the 
defendant  for  a  watch,  and  that  the  plaintiff  took  the  mare  out  of 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  and  put  her  into  the  possession  of 
one  Bailey  Putney,  father  of  said  James  Putney,  and  in  the  same 
place  where  she  had  previously  been  kept  for  said  James,  and  con- 
tracted with  said  Bailey  Putney  for  the  keeping  of  the  mare  for 
himself,  the  plaintiff;  syid  that  soon  after  the  defendant  took  swd 
marc  out  of  said  Bailey  Putney's  possession,  which  is  the  taking 
complained  of. 

The  defendant  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  the 
plaintiff  authorized  said  James  Putney  to  trade  said  mare  off,  if  h' 
mado  a  good  trade  and  did  not  get  cheated. 

The  plaintiff  offered  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  in  makin^^- 
said  exchange  of  said  watch  for  said  mare  and  harness,  the  d< 
fendant  practiced  fraud  upon  the  said  James,  who  was  young 
inexperienced,  and  among  other  things,  that  said  mare  was  woi 
sixty  dollars  and  said  harness  seven  dollai's,  while  on  the  oth^^*  -'^ 
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hand  the  watch,  which  the  defendant  exchanged  therefor,  which 
was  apparently  gold,  was  not  really  such,  was  of  little  or  no  value, 
not  exceeding  from  three  to  five  dollars,  as  was  then  well  known 
to  the  defendant,  but  who  represented  the  same  to  said  James  as 
of  the  value  of  sixty-five.  To  which  the  defendant  objected,  but 
the  court  admitted  the  testimony,  to  which  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  introduced  testimony  tending  to  show,  that  before 
said  exchange  by  said  James  to  the  defendant,  he  had  paid  plain- 
tiff towards  said  mare,  thirty-three  dollars. 

The  defendant  insisted  as  matter  of  law,  and  requested  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff  gave  said  James  Put- 
ney any  license  to  sell  the  mare,  he  could  not  sustain  this  action. 

The  defendant  further  insisted,  that  if  the  first  installment  had 
been  paid  by  said  James,  the  plaintiff  could  not  sustain  this  action, 
inasmuch  as  the  time  for  which  he  had  parted  with  the  right  of 
possession  to  the  mare,  by  said  writing  had  not  expired. 

The  court  declined  so  to  charge  the  jury,  but  did  charge  them 
that  the  general  property  in  said  mare  remained  in  the  plaintiff, 
notwithstanding  her  possession  by  said  James  under  said  writing,  and 
although  said  James  had  paid  thirty-three  dollars  towards  her,  and 
that  no  license  which  the  testimony  tended  to  prove,  as  given  by 
the  plaintiff  to  said  James  Putney  to  sell  the  mare,  would  justify 
or  sustain  the  defendant  in  acquiring  this  right  or  title  of  tin*  plain- 
tiff, by  fraud  practiced  on  James.  If  the  j  u  ry  found  1 1 1 : 1 1  . 1 1  making 
said  exchange  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  fraud,  (.  o  explaining 
what  constituted  fraud,  that  no  exception  was  taken  thereto,)  then 
the  plaintiff  was  justified  in  reclaiming  possession  of  said  mare, 
notwithstanding  the  time  mentioned  in  said  writing  had  not  ex- 
pired, and  that  for  the  taking  by  the  defendant  afterwards  the 
pliuntiff  could  sustain  this  action. 

Exceptions  by  defendant,  after  verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff. 

P,  Perrin  and  /.  P,  Kidder  for  defendant. 

1.  The  case  finds  that  the  mare  was  in  the  possession  of  the 
bailee  Putney  under  contract,  and  for  a  specified  time  which  had 
not  elapsed,  and  we  contend  that  the  plaintiff,  (having  parted  with 
his  possession  by  contract  for  a  given  time,)  had  neither  the  pos- 
session, or  right  of  possession  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  sustain 
this  action  though  he  had  the  general  property  in  the  mare.  Soper 
v.  Sumner  et  aL,  5  Vt.  274. 
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2.  The  baOee  had  done  nothing  which  was  sufficient  in  law  to 
determine  the  bailment,  having  done  nothing  but  what  the  plain- 
tiff authorized  him  to  do  ^'  if  he  did  not  get  cheated,"  and  who 
shall  determine  the  question  whether  he  got  cheated  or  not,  the 
plaintiff  or  the  law  ? 

3.  The  taking  bj  the  defendant  would  not  terminate  the  bail- 
ment so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sustain  this  action.  It  must 
be  terminated  bj  the  act  of  the  bailee.  Swift  y.  Mosefy  et  al^ 
10  Vt  208. 

4.  If  the  plaintiff  gave  permission  to  the  bailee  to  dispose  of 
the  mare,  as  found  by  the  exceptions,  the  sale  would  divest  the 
plaintiff  of  even  his  general  property  in  the  mare. 

5.  The  taking  of  the  mare  by  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  defend- 
ant's possession  was  in  his  own  wrong,  and  gave  him  no  additional 
right  of  possession. 

6.  The  mare  having  been  taken  by  the  defendant  from  the  same 
place  where  she  had  been  previously  kept  by  the  bailee,  there  had 
been  no  change  of  possession. 

7.  Even  if  there  were  fraudulent  representations  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  in  his  trade  with  the  bailee,  still  we  are  unable  to 
perceive  how  that  can  effect  the  parties  to  this  suit. 

8.  If  there  was  fraud  in  the  trade  between  defendant  and  the 
bailee  it  seems  to  be  a  mutual  fraud.  One  practiced  deceit  in  rela- 
tion to  the  ownership  of  property,  and  the  other  in  relation  to  value 
only,  and  the  bailee  did  it  by  permission  of  the  plaintiff. 

/.  S,  Marcy  and  C  M.  Lamb  for  plaintiff. 

The  contract  between  plaintiff  and  James  Putney  as  evinced  by 
the  receipt,  was  in  the  nature  of  a  bailment ;  such  was  its  char- 
acter and  legal  effect 

At  the  time  James  disposed  of  the  mare,  as  stated  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  the  condition^  in  his  contract  of  purchase  with  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  performance  of  which  the  mare  was  to  become  the- 
property  of  said  James,  had  never  been  fulfilled  or  performed  1>^ 
said  James ;  and  a  sale  by  him  of  the  mare,  under  such  circuoi^' 
stances,  determined  the  bailment.     Bigehw  v.  Huntleyy  8  Vt.  15       V- 
Swift  V.  Moseley,  10  Vt  208.     Grant  v.  King  et  cd.y  14  Vt  36r      • 

If  James  undertook  to  sell  the  mare  under  the  supposed  authorL^SQ 
of  the  plaintiff,  he  acted  in  the  matter  as  plaintiffs  agent,  and, 
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dependentlj  of  the  written  receipt ;  and  to  make  the  sale  effectual 
so  as  to  bind  the  principal,  the  agent  must  in  all  things  strictly 
follow  his,  the  principal's,  direction  and  authority ;  which  the  said 
James  in  this  case  did  not  do.  2  Kent's  Comm.  620,621.  Hunt' 
tngtonj  AdmxnxstrcUor  v.  Wilder^  6  Vt.  334. 

In  attempting  to  sell  the  mare  under  the  authority  of  the  plain- 
tiff, James  committed  the  very  thing  inhibited.  The  sale  was  wholly 
unauthorised  and  conveyed  no  title  in  the  mare  to  the  defendant ; 
and  the  bailment  being  determined  by  such  sale  by  Putney,  this 
gave  the  plaintiff  the  right  to  reclaim  his  property,  although  the 
period  of  the  original  bailment,  as  shown  by  the  receipt,  had  not 
expired.  Bigehto  v.  Huntley j  8  Vt.  151.  U.  S.  Dig.  Vol.  1,  p. 
243,  ps.  60,  68,  69.  Swift  v.  Moseley,  10  Vt  208.  Sargent  v. 
Gile,  8  N.  H.,  322. 

The  fraud  as  shown  by  the  case  and  found  by  the  jury,  viciouSy 
cu  it  teas  in  the  extreme,  prevented  the  defendant  from  acquiring 
any  property  in  the  mare.  Hodgenden  v.  Hubbard  et  al,,  18  Vt. 
504. 

In  the  charge  of  the  county  court  as  given,  and  refusal  to  charge 
as  requested,  there  is  no  error. 

1.  The  principles  applicable  to  conditional  sales  and  to  those 
cases  also  where  part  payment  has  been  made,  and  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  parties  under  such  sales,  have  been  fully  settled  by  this 
court  in  accordance  with  the  decision.  West  v.  Bolton,  4  Vt.  558. 
Smith  V.  Foster,  18  Vt.  182.     Buchnaster  v.  Smith,  22  Vt  203. 

2.  Fraud  invalidates  and  renders  void  all  contracts  tainted 
therewith  ;  and  the  purchaser  of  property,  who  obtains  the  tempo- 
rary  possession  thereof,  by  means  of  fraudtdeui  and  false  repre- 
sentations, acquires  no  valid  title  to  or  legal  possession  of  such 
property ;  and  the  right  to  reclaim  property  thus  fraudulently  ob- 
tained, exists  and  remains  in  the  original  owner.  Keyes  v.  Car- 
penter, 3  Vt  209.  Hodgenden  v.  Hubbard  et  ah,  18  Vt  504.  Fitz- 
simmons  v.  Joslin,  21  Vt.  129. 

By  the  Court.  1.  By  the  termsy  of  the  written  contract, 
which  is  conclusive,  as  between  plaintiff  and  James  Putney,  he 
had  no  right  to  sell  the  colt,  at  all.  As  between  them  the  very 
act  of  sale  by  Putney,  terminated  the  bailment  and  gave  plain- 
tiff the  right  to  take  immediate  possession  and  to  retain  it  until 
paid  the  balance  of  the  purchase  money. 
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2.  So  too  his  haviDg  taken  possession,  under  a  claim  of  right, 
and  this  being  acquiesced  in  bj  Putney,  the  plaintiff's  possession 
is  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  trespass  against  defendant 
for  his  retaking  the  animal,  unless  he  can  show  a  better  right. 

3.  The  defendant's  right  is  based  upon  his  purchase,  which  is  so 
tinctured  with  fraud,  as  to  be  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  vendor. 
Putney,  if  he  had  a  right  to  sell  under  a  power  from  plaintiff, 
might  himself  avoid  his  own  sale  for  such  a  fraud  as  was  shown  in 
this  case,  or  plaintiff  might  do  it,  as  the  principal  vendor,  and  on 
this  ground  alone  the  defendant's  right  would  thus  terminate. 

4.  The  defendant  claims  no  benefit  of  Putney's  right  of  po6> 
session,  for  he  did  not  profess  to  buy  that.  His  claim,  if  maintained 
at  aU,  must  stand  upon  the  power  of  sale,  which  he  proved,  and 
Putney's  sale  to  him  failed  in  meeting  either  alternative  of  the 
power.     It  was  neither  a  good  trade,  or  without  being  cheated. 

Had  the  written  bill  of  sale,  contained  in  express  terms,  a  power 
in  Putney  to  seU  the  beast,  although  restricted  to  a  certain  price 
or  in  other  respects,  no  doubt  a  sale  made  by  him,  which  wad  valid 
as  against  him,  would  be  also  valid  as  against  the  plaintiff.  Bot 
in  this  case  the  sale  to  the  defendant  was  so  fraudulent,  as  not  to 
be  binding  upon  Putney  had  he  owned  the  property,  and  if  not 
upon  him,  then  the  plaintiff,  as  the  principal,  might  well  assume  to 
rescind  it.     Judgment  affirmed. 


Robert  McK.  Ormsby  v.  Asa  Low. 

[In  Chancert.] 

Practice. 

If  the  orator  claim  an  account  on  certain  obligations  set  forth  in  his  bill,  which  are 
denied  in  the  answer,  but  other  andjdifierent  obligations  admitted  in  the  answer, 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  orator  to  an  account,  upon  the  basis  of  an  answer;  and  th« 
orator  desires  to  have  an  account  taken  even  upon  the  basis  of  the  answer,  in 
the  event  of  failing  to  compel  the  account^  which  he  claims,  in  his  bill;  he  should 
obtain  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  alledging  in  the  alternative,  the  facts  ad- 
mitted in  the  answer.    But  if  instead,  the  answer  be  traversed,  and  on  trial,  the 
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orator  fail  to  support  the  facts  relied  upon  in  his  bill,  he  cannot  fall  back  and 
claim  an  acconnt,  upon  the  basis  of  the  answer. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.    The  above  is  the  onlj 
point  ruled  in  the  case. 


R.  McK.  Ormsby  v.  Lewis  Oilman. 

Assumpsit  on  promissory  note.     Defense. 

The  fact  that  a  note  was  purchased  and  put  in  suit  for  the  purpose  of  harassing 
the  defendant,  is  no  defense  to  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  the  note. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note  for  $63,  executed  by  Lewis 
Gilman,  the  defendant,  and  made  payable  to  R.  McK.  Ormsby, 
the  plaintiff,  the  note  was  transferred  by  the  plaintiff  to  one  Thom- 
as Murphy,  who  afterwards  sold  it  to  one  Alvan  Taylor,  who  is 
the  plaintiff  in  interest,  in  the  present  suit. 

The  defendant  plead  in  bar,  and  set  forth  in  his  plea,  that  said 
Taylor  was  the  plaintiff  in  interest  in  this  suit,  and  that  the  note 
'was  purchased  by  the  said  Taylor,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  it  in 
suit,  and  thereby  harassing  the  defendant ;  that  neither  said 
Ormsby  nor  said  Murphy  would  have  sued  said  note  had  it  remain- 
ed  in  their  hands. 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  general  demurrer. 

The  county  court,  June  tenn,  1851,  Collamer,  J.,  presiding, 
x-endered  judgment  that  the  plea  in  bar  is  insufficient  in  law,  and 
x^ndered  judgment  for  plaintiff.     Exceptions  by  defendant. 

H.  McK,  Ormsby  for  defendant. 

The  purchase  of  the  note  in  suit  is  in  defiance  of  our  statute  and 
t.he  suit  should  not  be  sustained.     See  Comp.  Stat.  494,  §  12. 

The  plaintiff  of  record  has  no  interest  in  this  suit ;  if  the  suit 
1^  upheld,  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  Taylor,  the  plaintiff  of  rec- 
ord being  his  trustee. 

But  Taylor's  interest  is  entitled  to  no  protection ;  it  is  a  trans- 
action prohibited  by  the  statute. 
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Further,  at  common  law,  the  suit  would  not  be  upheld,  it  comes 
within  the  common  law  definition  of  maintenance,  or  chcanperty^  a 
species  of  maintenance.  See  3  Black  Com.  135 ;  BeU  v.  Smidtj 
5  B.  &  C.  188. 

The  illegality  of  a  transfer  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  in  the 
name  of  the  indorsee.  See  1  Starkie's  Rep.  p.  385.  Snow  r. 
Conanty  8  Vt  301. 

/.  W.  D.  Parker  and  S,  Austin  for  plaintiff. 

The  terms  of  the  note  gave  the  payee  the  right  to  transfer  it, 
and  its  being  transferred  did  not  in  any  way  lessen  the  defendant's 
liability  to  pay  it. 

It  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  Ormsby  or  Murphy  would  have 
sued  said  note,  had  it  remained  in  their  hands ;  if  they  had  a  law- 
ful right  to  do  so,  no  good  reason  exists  why  Taylor  might  not  do 
the  same. 

When  a  negotiable  not€  is  transferred,  the  vendor  gives  the 
vendee  the  right  to  bring  a  suit  in  his  name  for  the  recovery  d 
the  money.  Bank  of  Burlington  v.  Beach,  1  Aik.  62.  Smith  v. 
Burton,  3  Vt,  233.  Baxter  v.  Buck,  10  Vt.  548.  ThraU  v.  An- 
edict  et  al.,  13  Vt.  248.     Boardman  v.  Roger,  17  Vt  589. 

It  is  immaterial  with  what  motive  a  person  does  a  legal  act 
Taylor  had  a  right,  by  law,  to  sue  for,  and  coUect  the  money  doe 
upon  the  note,  if  the  putting  in  force  of  this  right  had  the  effect 
'^  to  harass  the  defendant,"  as  alledged  in  the  plea,  it  is  ^'  dammm 
absque  injuria,^*  and  brought  upon  the  defendant  by  his  own  fault 
Humphrey  v.  Douglass,  11  Vt.  22. 

By  the  Court.  The  questions  in  this  case  arise  upon  a  gen* 
eral  demurrer  to  the  defendant's  plea. 

The  Comp.  Stat.  594  Sec.  12,  provides  "  that  if  any  attorney  oi 
"  other  person,  shall  enter  into  any  speculating  practice,  by  pur 
**  chasing  or  procuring  to  be  purchased,  any  note  or  other  demand 
**  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  same  in  suit,  when  otherwise,  the 
**  owner  or  holder  thereof,  would  not  sue  the  same,  he  or  they  shall 
"  pay  a  fine  of  sixty  dollars."  The  demurrer  in  this  case  admits 
the  facts  stated  in  the  plea,  that  this  note  was  originaUy  given  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  it  was  transferred  to  one  Murphy,  and  by 
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him  to  Alvan  Taylor,  who  purchased  the  note  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  same  in  suit,  and  that  this  suit  is  now  prosecuted  by 
him  as  the  plaintiff  in  interest,  when  it  would  not  have  been  sued, 
if  he  had  not  purchased  it. 

If  this  suit  had  been  commenced  in  the  name  of  Alvan  Taylor, 
whose  title  to  the  note  depended  upon  such  a  contract,  so  that  a 
judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  would  be  a  recognition,  on  the 
part  of  the  court,  of  a  legal  title  to  the  same  in  him,  the  ques- 
tions which  have  been  raised  under  this  statute  would  have  been 
directly  involved.  And  it  may  be  considered  doubtful  whether  a 
mere  purchase  of  a  note  with  intent  to  sue  it,  disconnected  from 
any  other  speculating  practice  would  come  within  the  provision  of 
the  act,  or  whether  even,  in  such  case,  it  would  constitute  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  on  the  note,  or  whether  the  remedy  of  the  party 
is  not  given  by  an  action  on  the  statute,  for  the  fine  imposed* 
C<utle*s  case,  Cro.  Jac.'  644,  cited  in  the  case  State  v.  Wilkinson, 
2  Vt.  page  488. 

These  are  questions  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide,  or  express 
any  opinion,  as  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  when  the  note  is  sued 
in  the  name  of  the  original  payee  of  the  note,  the  action  can  well 
be  sustained,  for  there  is  no  illegal  act  complained  of,  as  between 
the  maker  and  payee. 

It  does  not  become  necessary  for  the  plaintiff,  in  maintaining  his 
right  to  sue  on  the  note,  or  in  tracing  his  title  to  the  same  to  prove 
or  rely  upon  the  contract  or  purchase,  set  forth  in  the  plea.  And 
the  court  are  not  called  upon  to  sustain  or  sanction  a  transfer  of 
a  note  to  the  plaintiff  by  rendering  a  judgment  thereon,  when 
such  transfer  has  been  obtained  under  such  circumstances. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  no  question  has  been  made  in  this  case, 
by  plea  or  otherwise,  but  that  as  between  these  parties  the  note 
was  given  upon  a  good  and  valuable  consideration,  that  it  is  justly 
and  equitably  due,  and  that  the  defendant  is  under  every  moral 
obligation  to  pay  it  to  any  one  who  as  plaintiff  on  the  record  makes 
a  legal  title  to  the  note.  It  should  be  a  case,  therefore,  free  from 
any  doubt  that  will  warrant  a  court  in  deciding  that  no  recovery 
can  be  had  on  the  note,  or  in  discharging  the  maker  from  such  an 
obligation. 

When  the  collection  of  the  note,  therefore,  is  sought  to  be  en- 
forced by  the  plaintiff  as  payee,  against  the  defendant  as  maker, 
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his  right  to  recover  thereon,  is  unaffected  by  any  facte  or  consid- 
erations which  have  been  urged,  arising  under  that  statute,  when 
they  have  arisen  between  third  persons,  who  do  not  appear  as 
parties  on  the  face  of  the  note,  or  on  the  record  as  parties  to  this 
suit. 

The  result  is,  that  the  plea  in  bar  is  insufficient,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 


Ephraim  Thater  v.  The  Vermont  Central  Railroad  Co. 

ConiracL 

Where  the  plaintiff,  as  a  sub-contmctor,  under  one  Belknap,  contracted  to  bnild  a 
section  of  defendant's  road,  and  the  engineers  of  the  company  had  anthority  to 
direct  the  removal  of  earth  from  one  section  to  another  when  needed,  and  by  the 
contract  between  the  company  and  Belknap  the  contractor,  he,  Belknap,  wm 
bonnd  to  move  earth  from  one  8ection  to  another,  but  no  engineer  had  power  to 
bind  the  company,  (the  defendants  in  this  case,)  by  any  contract  for  grading  or 
removing  earth,  and  if  Belknap  was  required  by  engineers  so  to  move  earth,  lie 
could  obtain  compensation  under  his  contract.    And  the  plaintiff  while  to  work 
on  the  section  thus  taken  of  Belknap  was  required  by  an  engineer  of  defendants 
to  move  earth  from  the  section  he  was  building  to  another,  under  the  assurance 
that  defendants  would  pay  for  the  same,  it  being  extra  haul.   And  this  was  ben 
eficial  to  defendants,  and  plaintiffs  charged  them  no  more  than  it  would  have 
cost  defendants  to  have  procured  the  earth  elsewhere,  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
defendants  ever  consented  to  have  plaintiff  do  it  upon  their  credit,  or  that  th«T 
had  knowledge  that  plaintiff  was  doing  it  upon  their  credit;  and  the  plaintiff  bti> 
no  general  contract  with  defendants,  their  contract  for  all  this  work  being  wiib 
said  Belknap;  under  these  facts,  itwashebl^  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  of 
the  defendants  for  this  labor.    It  was  also  held,  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
general  duties  of  an  engineer,  that  would  authorize  him  to  employ  others  to  do 
the  work  on  the  road,  which  by  express  contract  belonged  to  the  contracton  to 
do. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  the  fact* 
substantially  as  foUows : — 

The  item  in  controversy  is  for  sixty-two  days  works  of  three 
men  and  six  horses  and  carts,  at  $7,50  per  day — $465,00. 

The  services,  of  the  plaintiff  embraced  in  this  charge,  were  ren- 
dered in  removing  earth  from  section  18  to  19,  and  were  neee5SA- 
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ry  to  make  grade  on  defendants  road,  tbeir  being  an  excess  of 
earth  on  section  18,  and  a  deficiency  on  section  19 ;  that  without 
this  removal  from  section  18  to  19,  this  excess  would  have  been 
'wasted  and  the  company  obliged  to  borrow  elsewhere.  That 
S.  F.  Belknap  was  original  contractor  with  said  Railroad  Compa- 
ny, for  the  grading  of  said  road  throughout  many  sections,  includ- 
ing sections  18  and  19  ;  of  which  conft-act  between  said  Belknap 
and  said  company  the  plaintiff  had  notice. 

That  at  the  time  plaintiff  performed  these  services,  he  was  to 
work  under  a  contract,  between  himself  and  said  Belknap,  to  grade 
eaid  section  *  18,  or  a  part  of  it,  which  contract  is  in  writing,  and 
under  seal,  and  in  part  is  as  follows,  that  is  to  say,  that  part  of  the 
contract  between  Belknap  and  plaintiff,  and  between  Belknap 
and  defendants,  necessary  in  determining  the  question  at  issue. 

"  Sec.  2.  All  grading  shall  be  done  and  estimated  by  the  cubic 
^  yard,  measured  in  excavation,  and  shall  be  comprised  under  the 
**  following  heads,  viz. :  earth,  rotten  ledge,  and  solid  ledge. 

**  Sec.  6.  The  earth,  gravel,  and  other  materials,  except  stone, 
"  suitable  for  masonry  and  other  purposes  taken  from  excavations 
"  upon  any  section,*  shall  be  used  and  applied  in  the  formation  of 
**  embankments  on  the  same  section,  and  when  the  quantity  of  ma- 
"  terials  taken  from  any  excavation  shall  be  greater  than  that  re- 
"  quired  to  make  the  embankments  of  the  usual  width,  the  surplus 
"  shall  be  deposited  on  one,  or  both  sides  of  the  embankments,  in 
"  such  manner  as  to  increase  their  width  uniformly,  or  in  such  oth- 
"  er  manner  as  S.  F.  Belknap  or  the  engineer  shall  direct." 

[The  contract  between  defendants  and  said  Belknap  is  precise- 
ly like  this,  except  in  the  former,  the  words  "  S.  F.  Belknap  or" 
do  not  occur ;  in  all  other  respects  they  are  alike.] 

"  In  cases  where  the  quantity  of  materials  taken  from  the  exca- 
"  vations  in  any  section  shall  not  be  sufficient  for  the  formation  of 
"  the  requi:<ite  embankments,  the  deficiency  shall  be  supplied  by 
*'  materials  taken  from  the  adjacent  grounds,  at  such  places  as  S. 
"  F.  Belknap  or  the  engineer  may  designate,  or  from  an  enlarge- 
"ment  of  the  excavations  made  equally  and  uniformly  on  one  side 
"  or  both  sides  of  the  same,  or  in  such  other  manner  as  S.  F.  Bel- 
**  knap  or  the  engineer  may  deem  necessary  and  proper ;  and  the 
XXIV.  29 
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^  sides  of  the  excavations,  in  all  such  cases,  shall  be  dressed  off  to 
*^  such  sl^pe  as  the  engineer  shall  require ;  provided  that  if  such 
^  contractor  shall  have  sloped  such  excavations  according  to  the 
**  directions  of  the  engineer,  before  widening  the  same,  he  shall  re-^ 
**  ceive  for  sloping  the  second  time,  such  compensation  as  said  en- 
*^  gineer  may  deem  fair  and  reasonable ;  provided,  also,  that  no 
**  contractor  shall  be  requited  to  supply  the  deficiency  of  materiab 
'*  last  referred  to,  at  an  expense  of  haul  greater  than  the  average 
"  haul  of  the  section." 

"  Sec  15.  *  *  *  *  *  Xor  shall  any  clainGTs  be  made  or 
^^  allowed  for  extra  work,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  done  in 
"  pursuance  of  written  contracts  or  orders,  signed  by  the  engineer; 
'^  and  all  claims  for  work  done  under  such  written  contracts  or  or- 
"  ders,  or  on  any  other  account,  shall  be  presented  for  setdement, 
"  on  or  about  the  beginning  of  the  month  following  that  in  which 
"  said  work  may  have  been  done, — or  at  any  other  time  within 
'^  three  days  after  the  engineer  shall  have  demanded  the  same ; 
"  and  in  case  of  failure  so  to  present  them,  the  contractor  shall  for- 
"  feit  all  such  claims,  and  hereby  is  pledged  not  to  present  them 
"in  any  way  afterwards." 

"  Sec.  8.  All  stone  taken  from  excavations  shall  be  removed  to 
"  such  places,  within  the  average  haul  of  the  section,  as  S.  F. 
"  Belknap  or  the  Engineer  may  designate." 

The  plaintiff  contracted  with  Belknap  solely  to  do  said  wori^. 
and  to  their  contract  the  defendants  were  not  a  party,  in  its  incep- 
tion.    That  while  the  work  Avas  in  progress  by  the  plaintiff,  one 
Newell,  who  was  an  assistant  engineer  on  said  road,  in  the  employ 
of  said  company,  and  whose  business  it  was  to  overlook  and  make 
estimates  of  the  work,  told  the  plaintiff,  if  he  would  move  said 
earth  from  section  18  to  19,  he  should  have  his  pay  for  it, — ^that 
the  company  would  pay  him  for  the  same ;    that  in  pursuance  of 
that  direction  of  Newell,  the  plaintiff  went  on  and  performed  the 
work;  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  contract  for  work  on  section  19; 
that  the  work  was  actually  performed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  was 
beneficial  to  the  defendants  ;  that  had  not  the  plaintiff  made  this     < 
•extra  haul  from  18  to  19,  the  defendants  would  have  been  under  -^ 
the  necessity  of  borrowing  from  elsewhere  to  fill,  up  the  space  thus-sr 
£lled  by  the  plaintiff's  extra  haul;  that  neither  the  plaintiff  or  anw^ 
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other  person,  has  received  pay  for  this  extra  work ;  that  the  same 
was  undertaken  and  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  assurance  of 
said  Newell  that  he  should  be  paid  therefor  by  the  company, — that 
said  Newell  had  no  express  authority  to  make  such  a  contract. 
The  President  and  other  officers  of  the  road,  passed  over  said 
sections  18  and  19,  while  the  plaintiff  was  performing  these  ser- 
vices, and  might  have  known  that  the  services  were  being  ren- 
dered and  were  beneficial,  and  they  made  no  objections.  That 
if  the  defendants  had  not  had  this  extra  haul  by  the  plaintiff,  it 
might  have  cost  them  to  supply  it  from  some  other  quarter,  as  much 
as  the  plaintiff  has  charged  them  for  the  same ;  that  no  unneces- 
sary teams,  men,  or  labor  were  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  execu- 
tion of  said  work,  and  that  the  price  therefor  charged,  seems  to  be 
reasonable ;  that  the  same  has  never  been  estimated  nor  paid  for 
to  the  plaintiff,  by  the  company,  or  by  any  body  else.  The  custom 
on  the  line  of  the  road  was,  for  the  assistant  engineers,  at  the  end  of 
every  month,  to  make  out  their  accounts  of  work,  on  the  different 
sections  under  contract  to  Belknap,  and  return  the  same  to  the  chief 
engineer,  and  from  these  accounts  the  chief  engineer  made  the 
whole  estimates  ;  Avhat  he  called  the  aggregate  estimates  of  the 
whole  road ;  for  the  amount  of  which  he  drew  his  draft  on  the 
Treasurer. 

For  the  convenience  of  the  sub-contractors  and  of  Belknap,  the 
chief  engineer  made  a  return  of  the  work  done  for  Belknap,  by 
each  sub-contractor,  in  detail  to  Belknap.  The  assistant  engineers 
were  employed  and  paid  by  the  company.  All  the  engineers  of 
the  company  had  authority  to  direct  the  removal  of  earth  from 
one  section  to  another  when  needed,  but  no  engineer  had  power  to 
bind  the  company,  by  any  contract  for  grading  or  removing  earth, 
and  by  the  contract  betAveen  the  comi)any  and  Belknap,  Belknap 
was  bound  to  move  eartJi  from  one  section  to  another. 

The  county  court,  January  term,  1852, — Collamer,  J.,  pre- 
siding, rendered  judgment  for  defendants  as  to  the  said  item  in  the 
report.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

J,  P.  Kidder  and  P.  Perrin  for  plaintiff. 

1.  As  to  item  for  extra  haul.  The  report  find?»,  that  plaintiff 
removed  the  earth  under  the  direction  of  an  engineer  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  defendants,  who  agreed  with  plaintiff  that  the  defend- 
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ants  should  pay  him  for  the  extra  serrices ;  that  the  engineer  had 
authority  to  give  such  directions  which  plaintiff  was  boond  to  obey ; 
that  the  services  were  "  extra  "  and  beneficial  to  the  defendants ; 
that  there  was  an  excess  of  earth  on  section  18  and  a  deficiency 
on  19 ;  that  the  defendants  would  have  had  to  borrow  elsewhere 
to  fill  the  space  thus  filled  by  plaintiff's  "extra  haul";  that 
plaintiff  nor  any  one  else,  had  pay  for  the  same ;  that  the  presi- 
dent and  other  officers  of  the  company  saw  the  plaintiff  performing 
these  services,  and  made  no  objections  ;  that  if  defendants  had  not 
had  this  "  extra  haul "  it  might  have  cost  them  to  supply  it  from 
some  other  quarter  as  much  as  plaintiff  has  charged,  and  that  the 
price  charged  therefor  is  reasonable. 

On  these  facts,  the  defendants  are  liable.  Vl  C  R,  R,  Co.  v. 
Baxter y  22  Vt.  3G5.      Vide,  Sec.  6,  in  contract  between  the  parties. 

2.  Belknap  was  to  have  pay,  and  also  plaintiff,  for  earth,  by  the 
cubic  yard,  measured  in  excavation ;  the  haul,  then,  "  greater 
than  the  average  haul  of  the  section  "  is  to  be  paid  for  by  the  de- 
fendants, to  any  person  who  may  perform  the  service. 

Belknap  would  have  no  claim  on  them  (defendants)  for  service 
that  he  did  not  perform. 

The  plaintiff  not  doing  the  work  for  Belknap,  he  must  loose  his 
pay  therefor  unless  he  can  hold  the  company,  who  have  received 
the  benefits  thereof,  without  paying  for  the  same.  Vide.  Sec  2 
and  6  of  contracts  between  parties. 

Peck  4*  Colby  for  defendants. 

1 .  The  f^ict  that  Newell  directed  the  removal  of  the  earth  to  section 
10,  and  promised  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  docs  not  make  the  de- 
fendants liable,  as  the  auditor  has  found  that  Newell  had  no  au- 
thority to  bind  the  corj)oration  by  such  promise.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  defendants  ever  ratified  or  adopted  the  act  of  the  engineer, 
or  even  had  any  knowledge  of  it.  The  defendants  are  not  to  be 
charged  on  this  ground. 

2.  Tlic  auditor  reports  "  that  the  president  and  other  officers  of 
"the  road  passed  over  sections  18  and   19  while  the  plaintiff'  wis 
"  performing  the  services,  and  might  have  known  that  the  services 
"  were  being  rendered  and  were  beneficial,  and  they  made  no  ob- 
"jection." 

In  order  to  charge  the  defendants  on  this  view  of  the  case,  iu 
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should  appear  that  they  understood,  or  had  reason  to  believe,  that 
the  plaintiff  looked  to  them  for  payment.  No  such  fact  is  found  by 
the  auditor,  and  from  the  facts  detailed,  it  is  apparent,  that  they 
could  not  have  acted  on  such  a  belief.  Belknap  had  contracted  to 
grade  the  whole  road,  and  the  auditor  has  found,  that  by  the  terms 
of  the  contract  he  was  bound  to  remove  earth  from  one  section  to 
another,  when  directed  to  do  so  by  the  engineer.  There  was  no 
contract  between  plaintiff  and  defendants,  and  for  aught  that  ap- 
pears, the  latter  had  no  knowledge  of  the  terms  or  extent  of  the 
plaintift's  contract  with  Belknap.  When  the  officers  of  the  corpo- 
ration saw  the  plaintiff  performing  the  labor,  they  would  naturally 
have  supposed  that  it  was  done  by  the  direction  of,  and  for  Belknap, 
who  had  agreed  to  do  o/Z  the  work.  Under  these  circumstances, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff,,  if  he  intended  to  look  to  the  de- 
fendants for  payment,  to  have  apprised  them  of  his  intention.  The 
plaintiff  having,  by  the  direction  of  the  engineer,  done  no  more 
than  Belknap  was  bound  to  do,  must  look  to  him  for  payment.  No 
estimate  of  this  work  was  made  to  the  plaintiff,  and  whether  made 
to  any  one  else,  is  not  an  enquiry  which  effects  the  rights  of  the 
parties  in  this  action.  An  estimate  must  have  been  made  and 
paid  to  Belknap. 

3.  We  insist  that  by  the  terms  of  tliti  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Belknap,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  remove  the  earth 
on  to  section  19,  if  so  directed  by  an  engineer.  The  plaintiff  having 
done  no  more  than  he  was  required  to  do  by  his  contract,  he  can 
have  no  legal  claim  on  the  defendants. 

4.  By  the  stipulation  numbered  15,  in  the  contract  between 
Selknap  and  the  defendants,  and  between  plaintiff  and  Belknap, 
the  plaintiff,  has  no  right  to  claim  payment  for  any  extra  work, 
unless  that  work  was  done  in  pursuance  of  a  written  order  or  con- 
tract signed,  by  the  engineer.  If  the  labor  in  question  does  not 
£all  within  this  contract,  then  it  is  extra  work,  for  which  the  plain- 
"tiff  cannot  recover,  as  it  was  not  done  under  any  written  order. 
This  stipulation  was  inserted  to  protect  the  company  from  these 
extra  claims,  and  it  is  highly  important  to  their  interests  that  it 
should  be  enforced. 

By  the  Court.  The  item  in  controversy  in  this  case,  is  for 
sixty-two  days  work  of  three  men  and  six  horses  and  carts,  at 
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$7,50  per  day,  $465,00.  This  is  claimed,  as  extra  haul  of  dirt 
from  one  section  of  defendants  road,  which  plaintiff  had  contracted 
with  S.  F.  Belknap  to  build,  to  another  section,  bj  direction  of  one 
Newell,  an  assistant  engineer  of  the  company,  under  the  assurance 
that  the  company  would  pay  the  plaintiff  for  it. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants,  that  it  does  not  appear,  that 
plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  pei*form  this  work  to  finish  his  own 
cantract,  and  that  he  has  not  really,  had  pay  for  it. 

But  the  auditor  spoke  of  it  as  ^^  extra  haul,"  and  says  it  was 
beneficial  to  defendants,  and  that  the  same  amount  of  dirt  must 
have  been  borrowed  from  elsewhere,  had  it  not  been  for  this  extra 
haul,  and  treats  the  account  as  reasonable  in  amount.  So  that  we 
can  scarcely  regard  it,  as  the  mere  performance  of  his  own  contract 
with  Belknap.  If  it  appeared  that  plaintiff  had  charged  his  entire 
time,  while  employed  in  hauling  dirt  upon  section  19,  some  deduc- 
tion should  undoubtedly  be  made,  since  the  plaintiff  would  get  pay 
for  removing  the  dirt,  by  the  estimate  of  his  excavation,  and  so 
should  only  be  allowed  what  it  cost  him  to  remove  the  dirt  to 
section  19,  more  than  it  would,  to  dispose  of  it  upon  number  18, 
by  the  ordinary  embankments.  But  nothing  of  this  kind  appears, 
and  we  must  regard  it  all  as  extra  haul,  and  it  was  beneficial  to 
defendants  and  plaintiff  has  not  been  paid,  and  should  be,  by  some  , 
one. 

The  question  is,  then,  can  he  recover  it  of  defendants.  He  had 
no  general  contract  with  defendants.  Their  contract,  for  all  this 
work,  was  with  Belknap.  And  the  auditor  expressly  reports, 
"  All  the  engineers  of  the  company  had  authority  to  direct  the  re- 
moval of  earth  from  one  section  to  another,  when  needed,  and  by 
the  contract  between  the  company  and  Belknap,  he  was  bound  to 
move  earth  from  one  section  to  another,  but  no  en^neer  had  power 
to  bind  the  company,  by  any  contract  for  grading  or  removing  earths 
This  labor,  then,  so  far  as  the  company  was  concerned,  comes 
within  this  contract  with  Belknap ;  he  was  bound  to  perform  it,  if 
required  so  to  do  by  the  engineer,  and,  of  course,  could  obtain 
compensation  under  his  contract. 

But  notwithstanding  this,  they  might  employ  some  one  else  to 
do  it,  or  they  might  adopt  the  act  of  some  one  else,  doing  it. 

This  could  not  be  claimed,  upon  the  mere  ground  that  it  was 
beneficial  to  defendants.     One  cannot  compel  another  to  become 
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his  debtor,  even  by  doing  him  good.  And  if  this  were  merely  the 
performance  of  Belknap's  contract,  it  would  really  enure  to  h%$ 
benefit. 

There  must  be  shown  something,  which  amounts  to  a  consent 
of  the  company,  to  have  the  plaintiff  do  it  upon  their  credit. 

The  fact,  that  the  president  and  other  officers  of  the  company, 
passed  along  while  the  work  was  doing,  "  and  might  have  known 
that  plaintiff  was  doing  it,  and  it  was  beneficial,  and  made  no  ob- 
jection,'* could  amount  to  but  little,  unless  knowledge  was  brought 
home  to  them,  that  plaintiff  was  doing  it  upon  the  credit  of  the 
company.  They  would  naturally  suppose  he  was  doing  it  for  Bel- 
knap, or  that  in  some  way,  it  was  being  done  under  Belknap's  con- 
tract with  the  company,  so  far  as  they  were  concerned,  as  they 
had  made  no  other  contract.  They  would  scarcely  be  required,  to 
inquire  into  the  terms  of  the  contract,  between  Belknap  and  his 
workmen,  or  sub-contractors,  and  no  inference  could  fairly  be  made 
against  them,  as  to  having  made  a  new  contract  with  some  third 
person,  upon  that  ground,  as  it  seems  to  us. 

And  it  seems  to  us  equally  obvious,  that  Newell,  could  not  bind 
the  company  by  any  such  contract.  If  he  could,  so  could  all  the 
engineers,  and  the  defendants  position  would  be  rendered  some- 
what perilous,  and  the  restrictions  in  their  written  contracts  would 
be  of  little  avail.  The  auditor,  it  seems  to  us,  entirely  disposes  of 
this ;  for  he  not  only  says,  that  this  engineer  "  Newell  had  no  ex- 
press authority  to  make  such  a  contract,"  but  as  has  been  before 
stated,  that  " no  engineer  had  power  to  hind  the  company^  by  any 
contract  for  grading,  or  removing  earth"  This  is  too  explicit 
to  be  evaded,  or  overcome,  unless  we  can  see  from  the  contract,  or 
the  relation  of  the  engineers  to  the  company,  that  the  auditor  has 
misconceived  their  power. 

As  between  the  company  and  their  contractors,  the  contract 
seems  to  us  to  have  expressly  denied  the  power  of  the  engineers, 
Or  the  chief  engineer,  to  bind  the  company  for  extra  work,  except 
in  a  particular  mode,  5y  trnV*w^,  and  then,  the  claim  to  be  presented 
and  adjusted,  in  a  prescribed  time  and  mode. 

Ajid  there  is  surely  nothing  in  the  general  duties  of  an  engineer, 
that  would  authorise  him  to  employ  others  to  do  the  work  on  the 
I'oad,  which  by  express  contract  belonged  to  the  contractor  to  do. 
If  he  could  dp  this,  he  might  have  rescinded  the  entire  contract 
with  Belknap,  and  let  the  work  to  others. 
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For  when  it  is  claimed  to  set  up  an  independent  contract,  made 
with  a  third  person,  hy  a  sub-engineer,  to  do  work  let  to  the  gen- 
eral contractor  with  the  company,  it  is  impossible  to  limit  it  to 
$500.  The  principle  of  the  thing  is  the  same,  when  it  is  extended 
to  $5,000. 

The  case  of  these  defendants  v.  Baxtety  22  Vt.,  365,  cannot  aid 
the  plaintiff.  That  rests  upon  the  nature  of  the  right  exercised 
by  Belknap,  and  that  he  could  only  have  exercised  it,  by  the  au- 
thority conferred  by  the  legislature,  upon  the  company.  Judgment 
affirmed. 


State  v.  Joseph  Atkinson  and  Others. 

(Decided  at  Woodstock  Special  Term  Sept.  1862.) 

Nuisance.     Dedication  to  public  use.    Indictment,     Forfeiture. 
Courts  will  not  presume  tmy  fact  that  works  a  forfeiture  of  an  estate. 

Where  the  fee  of  land  is  vested  in  a  town,  or  in  an  individual,  yet  if  the  use  and 
occupancy  be  in  the  pubKc,  as  a  highway  or  common,  any  obstruction  thereof 
is  a  nuisance,  for  which,  the  persons  makmg  such  obstruction,  may  be  presented 
by  indictment. 

A  public  common  in  such  case,  may  be  described  as  a  highway. 

Indict3IENT,  for  erecting  and  continuing  a  nuisance  on  a  pub- 
lic common  in  Newbury. 

Plea,  not  guilty,  and  trial  by  jury. 

The  attorney  for  the  State  read  in  evidence  a  copy  of  a  quf 
claim  deed  from  William  B.  Bannister  to  Thomas  Johnson,  and 
others,  dated  May  23,  1801,  conveying  the  premises  upon  wl 
the  alledged  nuisance  was  erected.     The  habendum  of  which  ' 
follows : — 

"  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  bargained,  granted  and  quit' 
^  *>remises  to  them  the  said  \jiaming  all  the  grcnUees' 

^^rover,  under  the  conditions,  limitatic 
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"  is  made  and  executed  for  the  express  purpose  that  the  above 
^*  granted  and  bargained  premises  shall  be  thrown  open  to  be  a 
"  public  common  or  green  forever ;  never  to  be  fenced,  enclosed  or 
"  obstructed  in  any  part  or  manner  whatever.  Saving  and  except- 
"  ing  to  the  above  mentioned  grantees,  their  heirs  and  assigns  the 
"  privilege  and  right  to  erect  and  complete  a  suitable  house,  for 
**  the  purpose  of  convening  the  General  Assembly  of  this  State, 
"  and  to  be  improved  likewise  for  a  county  Grammar  School  house, 
^  provided  such  school  may  be  incorporated  and  established  in  this 
"  town,  and  the  said  grantees  shall  have  the  right,  from  time  to 
^*  time  as  may  be  necessary,  to  repair  such  house,  and  likewise  to 
"  erect,  and  in  like  manner  keep  in  repair,  such  other  building  or 
"  buildings  as  may  be  necessary  and  convenient  for  the  purpose 
"  aforesaid.  Provided,  also,  and  if  it  should  happen  that  the  said 
"  county  Grammar  School  shall  not  be  incorporated  and  establish- 
^  ed  in  this  town,  and  if  the  General  Assembly  of  this  State,  shall 
^  not  after  its  next  session,  in  future  meet  and  convene  in  this 
"  town,  so  that  both  the  purposes  above  contemplated,  or  either  of 
"  them  shall  fail,  it  is  hereby  further  saved  and  reserved  to  the  said 
"  grantees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  that  they  shall  have  the  right 
"  to  convert  such  building  or  buildings  as  may  have  been  erected 
"  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  to  improve  the  same  for  such 
"  other  moral  and  useful  purpose  or  purposes,  as  a  majority  of  said 
"grantees,  their  heirs  and  assigns  may  agree,  mea!iii\%*  Uy  such 
"majority,  a  majority  of  interest,  in  proportion  as  >n  «l  grantees, 
"  their  heirs  and  assigns  may  advance  and  pay,  in  to  erecting  and 
"  completing  such  building  or  buildings." 

"  And  provided,  further,  that  on  failare  of  both  purposes,  or  ei- 
"ther  of  them,  first  mentioned  in  the  conditional  part  of  this 
"  instrument,  and  if  a  majority  of  said  grantees,  their  heirs  and 
*'  assigns  shall  agree  to  convert  such  building  or  buildings  as  may 
"  have  been  erected  for  such  first  mentioned  purposes,  and  to  im- 
"  prove  them  for  any  other  moral  and  useful  purpose  or  purposes, 
it  is  hereby  further  excepted  and  reserved  to  said  grantees,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  that  they  shall  have  the  right  to  erect  and  keep 
in  repair  on  said  premises,  such  other  building  or  buildings  as 
may  be  necessary  and  convenient,  to  facilitate  and  promote  such 
last  mentioned  purpose  or  purposes." 
"  And  provided,  further,  that  if  any  or  all  of  said  buildings  shall 
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"  at  any  time  in  future,  be  destroyed  or  come  to  ruin  by  natural 
"  decay,  by  fire  or  any  other  casualty  whatever,  it  is  hereby  fur- 
"  ther  excepted  and  reserved  to  said  grantees,  their  heirs  and 
"  assigns,  that  they  shall  have  right  to  repair  and  rebuild  any  such 
"  building  or  buildings  so  decayed  or  destroyed,  at  any  time  within 
"  five  years  next  after  the  same  shall  so  have  become  unfit  for  oc- 
**  cupation  and  improvement,  and  not  after." 

"  And  it  is  hereby  further  provided  and  conditioned,  that  if 
^'  both  the  purposes  first  mentioned  in  this  conditional  part  of  this 
"  instrument  shall  fail,  and  if  the  said  grantees  before  mentioned, 
**  their  heirs  and  assigns  shall  neglect,  for  the  space  of  five  years, 
"  from  and  after  the  date  of  this  instrument,  to  erect  on  said  prem- 
^^  ises,  and  complete  such  building  or  buildings  as  is  herein  before 
**  contemplated,  or  if  for  five  years  together,  next  after  any  such 
"  building  or  buildings  shall  have  decayed,  or  in  any  manner  been 
"  destroyed  or  become  unfit  for  occupation  and  improvement,  they 
**  shall  neglect  to  repair  or  rebuild  such  building  or  buildings,  or 
^'  if  the  said  grantees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  at  any  time  for 
"  the  space  of  five  years  together,  neglect  to  occupy  or  improve 
"  such  building  or  buildings  as  is  herein  contemplated,  for  some  mor- 
**  al  and  useful  purpose  and  purposes,  excepting,  however,  for  the 
"  public  and  ordinary  meeting  and  transacting  of  business  in  and 
"  for  said  town  of  Newbury,  and  meaning  that  such  an  improve- 
"  ment  and  occupation  of  said  building  or  buildings,  for  such  last 
"  mentioned  purposes,  shall  not  save  and  prevent  the  forfeiture 
"  and  remainder  hereinafter  provided." 

"  Now  upon  all  and  several  the  contingencies  in  this  last  proviso 
"  mentioned,  the  remainder,  meaning  thereby  the  whole  interest, 
**  right  and  title  in  and  unto  the  above  granted  and  bargained 
"  premises  is  hereby  saved,  given,  granted,  conveyed  and  confinn- 
"  ed  to  the  selectmen  and  treasurer  of  the  town  of  Newbury,  for 
"  the  time  being,  and  to  their  heirs  and  successors  in  office  ;  the 
"  same  to  be  an  open  or  public  common  to,  and  for  the  purpose,  use 
"  and  benefit  of  said  town  forever." 

Said  deed  was  duly  recorded  May  25, 1801. 

It  was  further  shown,  that  the  respondents  erected  a  school-house 
on  the  premises  described  in  said  deed,  in  the  summer  of  1851,  ia 
pursuance  of  a  vote  of  the  school  district  in  which  said  premise* 
are  situate,  appointing  the  respondents  a  committee  for  that  pur^ 
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pose.  It  was  further  proved  that  in  1801,  a  house  was  erected  on 
said  premises  to  convene  the  legislature  of  this  State,  who  held 
their  session  therein  in  1801,  but  have  never  held  a  session  there 
since. 

It  further  appeared,  that  the  town  of  Newbury  held  their  town 
meetings  in  said  building  up  to  the  year  1829,  when  they  ceased  to 
occupy  it,  and  built  a  town  house  about  four  miles  distant,  where 
they  have  ever  since  held  their  meetings.  It  was  further  shown 
on  the  part  of  the  State,  that  the  district  school  was  kept  in  a  room 
in  said  building  from  about  1809,  up  to  1828  or  1829,  when  the 
building  having  become  unfit  for  use,  (and  soon  after  went  to  de- 
cay,) a  new  school  house  was  erected  on  said  premises,  on  or  near 
the  north-east  corner.  That  when  this  house  was  about  to  be 
built  by  the  district,  there  was  some  question  made  by  some  one 
of  the  district,  about  the  right  to  build  said  house  there.  That  the 
district  school  was  kept  in  this  house  up  to  the  time  of  building 
the  house  in  1851,  at  which  time  the  former  school-house  had  be- 
come unfit  for  use. 

It  appeared  that  the  latter  house  was  erected  on  the  east  side  of 
said  premises,  about  midway,  and  on  the  site  where  the  old  State 
house  formerly  stood,  and  that  at  the  meeting,  when  it  was  voted 
by  the  district  to  erect  said  house,  one  of  the  members  of  the  dis- 
trict told  them  they  should  not  put  the  house  there.     It  was  fur- 
ther shown,  that  no  Grammar  School  was  ever  incorporated  in 
said  Newbury ;  that  said  premises  had  remained  open  and  unin- 
dosed  since  1801,  and  that  a  highway  passed  along  by  the  north 
side  of  the  premises,  and  also  on  the  west  side.     It  also  appeared 
that  there  was  one  dwelling-house  on  the  adjacent  lands  west,  and 
one  north,  and  both  across  the  highways  from  said  premises,  but  it 
did  not  appear  that  said  houses,  or  any  others,  were  erected  facing 
said  premises,  since  the  date  of  the  Bannister  deed.     Said  school- 
bouse,  built  by  the  respondents,  is  on  the  highest  land  on  said 
premises,  and  the  best  place  thereon  for  a  public  building. 
On  this  showing  the  government  rested. 

The  respondents  then  offered  to  prove,  that  at  the  time  said 
State  house  was  erected,  and  when  the  district  school  was  first 
kept  there,  all  the  grantees  in  said  Bannister  deed  lived  in  New- 
bury, and  twenty  of  them  in  said  school  district.  That  said  State 
House  was  erected  in  1801,  at  an  expense  of  $1250,  contributed 
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mainly  bj  said  grantees,  and  that  $990  of  said  $1250,  was  con- 
tributed by  the  grantees  living  in  said  district.  That  as  early  as 
1802,  a  school  room  was  finished  off  and  fitted  up  in  said  building, 
and  that  the  district  school  was  kept  therein,  as  long  as  said  bufld- 
ing  was  fit  for  use,  the  said  district  repairing  said  school  room 
from  time  to  time ;  that  in  1828  (  said  State  house  having  become 
dilapidated  and  unfit  for  use,)  the  district  erected  a  new  school- 
house  on  the  north-east  corner  of  said  premises,  where  the  district 
school  has  been  kept  until  the  erection  of  the  new  house  in  1851, 
in  which  the  school  is  now  kept,  the  old  one  having  become  onfit 
for  use. 

The  respondents  further  oficred  to  prove,  that  the  said  grantees 
and  their  heirs  residing  in  said  district,  have  always  sent  their 
scholars  to  said  school,  and  that  there  never  has  been  any  interfer- 
ence, interruption  or  objection  to  said  schools  being  so  kept,  or  to 
the  erecting  of  said  houses,  either  by  said  grantees,  or  said  town, 
or  by  any  other  person  or  persons,  except  as  before  stated. 

The  respondents  further  offered  to  prove,  that  the  school-bouse 
last  erected,  is  a  good  and  commodious  one, —  was  erected  on  the 
extreme  east  side  of  said  premises,  on  the  site  where  the  old  State 
house  stood,  and  in  a  manner  not  likely  to  incommode  the  ordinaiy 
use  of  said  premises  as  a  common,  and  leaving  sufficient  room  for 
the  erections  contemplated  in  the  provisions  of  said  deed,  and  that 
the  town  had  never  occupied  said  premises  for  any  purpose,  since 
the  decay  of  the  old  State  house  in  1829,  or  thereabouts. 

This  evidence  was  objected  to  and  excluded,  to  which  the  re- 
spondents excepted  ;  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty. 

A.  Underwood  for  the  respondents. 

The  evidence  offered  and  excluded,  is  to  be  taken  as  true  for 
the  purposes  of  this  hearing. 

The  respondents    and  the  school  district  are    occupying  the 
school-house  agreeably  to  the  express  provisions  of  the  Bannister 
deed.     That  from  the  long  time  they  have  so  occupied,  a  license 
is  to  be  presumed  from  the  grantees. 

It  is  expressly  provided,  that  in  case  of  a  failure  of  the  legis^^' 
ture  to  convene  there,  and  in  case  no  Grammar  School  shall 
incorporated  and  established  there,  that  a  majority  of  the  gran 
may  improve  the  buildings  erected,  or  erect  others,  for  any  o 
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moral  or  useful  purpose,  and  nothing  short  of  a  non  user  for  ^\e 
consecutive  years,  works  a  forfeiture  t^  the  town. 

It  cannot  be  pretended  that  a  common  school  is  not  a  moral  and 
useful  purpose  within  the  meaning  of  the  deed.  Carleton  v.  Lang- 
don,  19  Vt.  210. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  grantees  could  have  erected  a 
school-house  on  the  premises,  and  if  they  could,  any  other  person 
can  do  so,  by  their  consent. 

If  the  respondents  are  liable,  the  district  or  their  officers  were 
liable  for  keeping  a  school  in  the  old  State  house,  and  for  erecting 
the  first  school-house. 

The  district  have  claimed  and  enjoyed  the  right  of  having  a 
school  on  the  premises  for  fifty  years,  from  which  a  grant  is  to  be 
presumed. 

If  the  grantees  could  erect  a  school-house  on  the  premises,  they 
could  license  the  district  to  do  so,  for  it  is  the  use,  that  is  provided 
for,  and  not  the  persons  who  may  use. 

The  respondents  insist  that  there  never  has  been  such  a  dedica- 
tion to  the  public  use,  as  is  necessary  to  support  an  indictment. 

To  constitute  such  dedication,  there  must  be  not  only  a  manifest 
intention,  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  to  dedicate  the  land  to  public 
use,  but  the  public,  reltfing  on  thai  intention,  must  actually  enter 
into  the  use  and  occupancy,  in  such  manner  as  to  render  it  unjust 
to  reclaim  it.     State  v.  Trash,  6  Vt.  355. 

In  the  present  case,  the  public  never  have  used  the  common. 

The  only  use  the  town  ever  made  of  it  was  to  hold  town  meet- 
ings in  the  State  house  to  1828,  since  which,  they  have  totally 
abandoned  it.  State  v.  Wilkinson,  2  Vt.  480.  Abbott  v.  Mills,  3 
Vt.  521.  State  v.  Catlin,  3  Vt.  530.  Pomeroy  v.  Mills,  3  Vt. 
279.     Foundling  Hospital,  1 1  East.  375. 

The  school  district  have  had  the  exclusive  use  of  the  premises 
ibr  twenty -three  years. 

It  is  insisted  that  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  first  school- 
^ouse  was  erected  in  a  place  different  from  the  last,  since  the  dis- 
t;xict  have  been  the  sole  occupiers  for  twenty-three  years. 

The  deed  in  no  event,  makes  the  premises  such  public  property, 
^liat  an  indictment  will  lay.  The  property  in  no  case  vests  in  the 
^Tiblic  generally,  but  in  a  certain  event  it  vests  in  the  town. 
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A»  M,  Dickey  and  Peck  ^  Colby  for  the  State. 

The  grantees  of  Bannister  hold  the  premises  in  trust,  for  the 
use  of  the  public.  It  is  expressly  stipulated  in  the  deed,  that  the 
premises  should  forever  remain  an  open  common,  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  grantees  to  erect  buildings  thereon  for  certain  purposes. 

The  old  State  house  had  not  been  used  for  any  purpose,  for 
more  than  twenty  years,  and  the  right  to  erect  buildings  thereon, 
for  any  purpose,  has  long  since  expired,  unless  perhaps  the  town 
may  have  such  right,  for  town  purposes. 

Independent  of  the  deed,  the  respondents  are  responsible  for 
their  acts.  The  premises  have  so  long  been  open  as  a  common, 
that  a  dedication  to  the  public  may  be  presumed.  State  v.  CatHnj 
3  Vt.  530.      Cincinnati  v.  White,  6  Peters  431. 

The  assent  of  the  trustees  is  not  to  be  presumed  from  their  si- 
lence. Nothing  short  of  their  express  assent  would  avail  the  re- 
spondents, and  after  this  lapse  of  time,  we  insist  that  their  assent 
would  not  avail  them.  The  right  of  the  trustees  to  assent,  had 
exi)ired. 

If  the  district,  by  lapse  of  time,  had  acquired  a  right  to  have  a 
school-house  where  the  first  was  erected,  it  does  not  give  them  a 
right  to  erect  one  on  another  part  of  the  premises.  They  had  do 
title,  and  can  hold  no  more  than  they  actually  occupied  for  fifteen 
years.     State  v.  Trask,  G  Yt.  355. 

If  the  public  liad  acquired  an  interest  in  the  common,  it  is  quite 
evident  that  the  evidence  offered  was  properly  rejected.  It  could 
not  legally  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsiiAM,  J.     The  questions  in  this  case  arise  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  deed  from  Bannister  to  Thomas  Johnson   and  others, 
and  involves  the  inquiry,  in  whom  is  vested  the  title  to  the  prem- 
ises therein  described,  and  whether  the  erection  of  the  school 
house  by  the  district  was  an  appropriation  of  the  use  of  the  land 
consistent  with  its  provisions.     The  object  of  the  conveyance  is 
definitely  set  forth  in  the  deed,  and  whether  the  title  of  the  land 
remains  in  the  grantees,  or  has  passed  under  its  provisions  to  the 
town  of  Newbury,  they  are  alike  chargeable  with  the  trust  therein 
expressed,  and  neither  can  permit  its  appropriation  for  any  other 
purpose  or  object. 
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In  the  construction  of  this  instrument,  its  several  provisions  are 
to  be  taken  together.  The  whole  context  is  to  be  considered  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  carrying  into  effect  the  intention  of 
the  parties  as  expressed  therein.  We  apprehend  no  serious  diffi- 
culty can  arise  in  ascertaining  that  intention,  or  the  interest  and 
estate  which  the  grantees  took  under  this  deed.  In  the  first  place, 
it  is  evident  that  the  grantees  took  an  estate  in  fee,  for  the  con- 
veyance is  to  them,  their  heirs,  and  assigns  forever.  In  the  second 
place,  it  was  a  conditional  grant,  as  the  deed  expressly  provides, 
that  if  the  objects  mentioned  are  not  carried  into  effect  within  a 
given  time,  or  if  they  neglect  to  occupy  or  improve  them  accord- 
ing to  its  provisions  for  the  same  period,  they  shall  be  divested  of 
their  interest  in  the  premises,  and  the  title  shall  pass  into,  and  vest 
in  the  town  of  Newbury.  And  in  the  third  place,  the  conveyance 
created  a  trust  interest,  as  the  grantees  took  no  exclusive  beneficial 
interest  under  the  deed,  but  its  entire  benefit  and  use,  was  given 
and  inured  to  the  public,  and  was  so  to  remain  forever.  In  rela- 
tion, also,  to  the  object  of  the  conveyance,  and  the  persons  by 
whom  the  trust  interest  was  to  be  carried  into  effect,  the  intention 
of  the  grantor  is  equally  obvious.  The  premises  are  forever  to 
remain  a  public  common,  whether  in  the  hands  of  the  grantees,  or 
the  town  of  Newbury,  and  are  not  to  be  enclosed  or  obstructed 
in  any  manner,  except  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  suitable  house 
for  convening  the  general  assembly  of  this  state,  and  to  be  im- 
proved likewise  for  a  county  grammar  school,  if  such  should  be  in- 
corporated in  that  town  ;  and  in  case  the  buildings  to  be  erected 
are  not  used  for  those  purposes,  they  are  to  be  appropriated  for 
some  moral  and  useful  purpose,  to  be  designated  by  the  grantees  in 
the  deed,  having  a  majority  in  interest. 

The  exercise  of  this  riglit  or  power,  in  determining  what  is  that 
moral  and  useful  purpose,  to  which  the  use  of  the  premises  may 
be  appropriated,  is  manifestly  confined  to  the  grantees,  so  long  as 
the  legal  interest  in  the  premises  remains  in  them ;  but  will  pass 
to  those,  to  whom  they  may  have  conveyed,  or  to  their  heirs,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  any  of  them.  Wherever  the  title  passes, 
there  is  vested  the  right  of  the  trustees  to  see  that  the  object  of  the 
conveyance  is  carried  into  effect,  and  to  determine  upon  the  useful 
and  moral  purposes,  to  which  the  premises  may  be  applied.  This 
construction,  is  necessary  to  preserve  the  estate,  as  an  estate  in  fee ; 
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Otherwise,  upon  the  death  of  the  grantees,  the  property  would 
pass  to  the  town,  as  there  would  be  no  persons  in  being  to  execute 
the  continued  trust.  The  express  provisions  of  the  deed  would  be 
thereby  defeated,  for  the  conveyance  was  to  them,  their  heirs  and 
{Assigns  forever ;  and  their  decision  or  action  upon  the  subject^ 
when  made  by  a  majority  in  interest  is  conclusive,  and  no  one  has 
a  riglit  to  interfere,  or  call  the  matter  in  question,  provided  it  is  a 
moral  and  useful  purpose  to  which  the  premises  are  applied.  The 
town,  or  the  public,  have  no  title  to  the  premises,  so  long  as  the 
grantees,  their  heirs,  and  assigns  have  not  neglected  for  the  period 
of  five  years,  to  exercise  their  powers  and  duties  under  the  deed. 
Under  this  construction  of  the  deed  the  case  is  resolved  into  the 
inquiry,  whether  the  grantees,  their  heirs,  or  assigns  have  lost,  or 
forfeited  their  rights  under  this  deed  ;  and  whether  the  title  has 
passed  from  them  to  the  town  of  Newbury,  by  any  neglect  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  and  provisions  of  the  deed.  In  disposing  of 
this  question,  it  becomes  necessary  to  refer  to  the  testimony  and 
the  facts,  as  stated  in  the  exceptions. 

The  deed  was  executed  May  3,  1801.  The  house  for  the  use 
of  the  legislature  was  immediately  erected,  and  its  annual  session 
was  held  therein  for  that  year,  but  has  never  convened  there  for 
that  purpose,  since.  A  county  grammar  school  has  never  been 
established  or  incorporated  within  the  town  of  Newbury.  Those 
two  objects  and  purposes  for  which  the  conveyance  was  made,  arc 
therefore  removed.  Yet  by  the  erection  of  that  house  for  thai 
purpose,  there  was  such  an  acceptance  of  the  grant  and  trust  on 
the  part  of  the  grantees,  as  made  the  conveyance  perpetual  and 
binding. 

As  those  objects  of  the  conveyance  failed,  the  duty  devolved 
upon  the  grantees  to  occupy  and  improve  the  building  so  erected 
for  some  moral  and  useful  purpose.  And  in  the  discharge  of  this 
duty,  in  order  to  keep  their  title  perfect  under  their  deed,  it  wa^ 
not  sufficient  that  the  grantees  remained  inactive,  while  others  en- 
tered upon  the  premises  without  license,  and  used  the  premises, 
though  for  purposes  strictly  moral  and  useful.  For  such  possession 
would  be  adverse  to  that  of  the  grantees,  and  a  perfect  title  to  the 
premises  might  be  acquired  by  lapse  of  time  against  them,  by  such 
possession.     1  Saund.  280. 

But  there  must  be  some  positive  act  on  the  part  of  the  grantees, 
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as  a  contract  or  license,  authorising  all  those  in  possession  of  the 
premises,  thus  to  occupy  them  under  the  deed.  In  other  words, 
there  must  be  a  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  premises  by  the 
grantees  or  those  under  them,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into 
effect  the  various  objects  referred  to  in  the  deed,  and  to  such  full 
and  absolute  extent,  as  to  forbid  the  use  and  occupation  of  any 
part  of  the  same  by  others  having  no  right  or  authority  under 
them.  The  occupation  of  the  building  by  the  town  of  Newbury  for 
town  meetings  can  have  no  effect,  to  save  from  forfeiture  the  rights 
of  the  grantees  under  this  deed,  as  it  contains  an  express  provision 
to  that  effect.  Neither  will  it  have  any  effect  in  establishing  the 
title  of  the  town,  for  such  use  was  contemplated  by  the  parties,  as 
being  consistent  with  the  right  of  the  grantees  under  the  deed. 

In  relation  to  the  occupation  of  the  premises  or  building  which 
had  been  erected  by  the  grantees,  it  was  proved,  that  from  about 
1809  to  1829,  a  district  school  was  kept  in  a  room  in  the  building 
erected  for  a  state  house.  And  the  respondents  offered  to  prove 
that  the  room  was  so  fitted  up  as  early  as  1802,  and  at  the  expira- 
tion of  that  period  the  house  had  become  dilapidated  and  unfit  for 
use.  It  does  not  appear  very  definitely  by  what  means,  or  under 
what  circumstances  the  school  was  commenced  and  continued  in 
that  building,  from  1802  to  1829.  Whether  it  arose  from  the  act 
of  the  school  district  alone,  in  taking  possession  of  the  otherwise 
unoccupied  building,  and  the  grantees  under  the  deed  neglecting 
to  interfere  with  such  interruption,  or  whether  the  school  was  es- 
tablished by  the  grantees,  as  one  of  the  moral  and  useful  purposes 
to  which  they  had  a  right  to  appropriate  its  use  and  occupancy. 

But  from  the  circumstance  that  the  school  was  established  therein 
80  soon  after  its  erection,  and  the  fact  that  the  building  was  erected 
and  built  by  the  grantees  at  their  expense,  it  is  not  unreasonable 
to  presume  that  the  school  was  established,  and  the  building  used 
and  occupied  therefor,  by  the  license  and  authority  of  the  grantees 
in  the  deed.  The  court  will  not  presume  any  fact,  that  works  a 
forfeiture  of  an  estate.  Such  facts  must  be  matter  of  strict 
proof,  and  a  seizure  and  possession  once  having  been  proved  in  the 
grantees  under  their  deed,  such  seizure  is  presumed  to  continue 
until  a  disseizin  is  proved.  Brownv,  King,  5  MeU^,  173.  We 
think,  therefore,  that  the  title  and  right  of  possession  of  these 
premises  continued  in  the  grantees  of  this  deed,  during  the  period 
XXIV.  30 
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that  the  building  erected  by  them  was  so  used  and  occupied. 
In  1829,  the  building  erected  for  a  state  house  became  unfit  for  use 
and  went  to  ruin.     It  was  never  repaired  or  rebuilt  by  the  grantees. 
But  a  new  school  house  was  erected,  as  the  case  states,  by  the 
school  district  in  a  different  place  on  the  premises,  and  that  build- 
ing  was  used  and  occupied  by  the  district  from  1829  to  1851.     The 
case  is  destitute  of  any  facts  showing  the  assent  of  the  grantees 
under  the  deed,  to  tliis  erection  and  possession  of  that  portion  of 
the  land  by  the  district,  and  also,  of  any  circumstances  from  which 
such  assent  can  be  presumed,  for  it  is  affirmatively  found,  that  it 
was  erected  for  the  school  district,  and  this  impliedly  negatives 
any  other  right.    The  assent  of  the  grantees,  is  not  to  be  found, 
or  inferred,  from  their  making  no  objections  to  such  erection  and 
use,  at  that,  or  any  subsequent  time,  or  from  their  neglect  to  main- 
tain their  rights  under  their  deed,  against  this  entry  and  occupancy ; 
for  such  assent  can  be  given  only,  by  some  positive  act  of  the 
grantees,  or  those  holding  under  them,  having  a  majority  in  interest. 
And,  from  the  further  consideration,  that  it  is  by  such  ne^ect 
that  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate  arises,  and  vests  the  title,  under  the 
deed,  in  the  town  of  Newbury.     Neither  can  such  assent  be  drawn 
from  the  fact,  that  a  majority  in  interest  of  the  grantees,  lived  in 
the  district,  and  sent  their  children  to  that  school,  for  the  obvious 
reason,  that  such  acts  of  the  grantees,  are  such  as  would  likewise 
naturally  occur,  if  there  had  been  an  open  renunciation  of  their 
right  to  the  premises,  and  are  consistent  with  an  entire  abandon- 
ment of  their  claims  under  the  deed.      The  evidence,  therefore, 
offered  by  the  respondents,  in  proof  of  those  facts,  was  properly 
rejected.     To  make  the  erection  of  that  building,  and  the  use  of 
the  premises,  an  act  of  the  grantees,  or  those  holding  under  them, 
and  done  in  the  exercise  of  their  right  under  the  deed,  it  should 
appear,  that  some  distinct  and  positive  act  was  done  by  a  majority 
in  interest  of  the  grantees,  giving  such  license  to  the  district,  and 
it  should  be  an  act  of  that  character,  totally  inconsistent  with  the 
idea  of  a  relintjuishment  or  abandonment  of  their  claim,  or  right 
under  the  deed.     The  case  is  totally  destitute  of  any  such  circum- 
stance or  consideration,  and  we  can  arrive  at  no  other  conclusion, 
from  the  facts  in  the  case,  than  that,  that  act  on  the  part  of  the 
district,  was  done  in  disregard  of  the  rights  of  the  grantees  under 
.the  deed,  and,  to  the  extent  of  their  occupation  of  the  prenu'ses, 
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was  a  disseizin  in  fact.  And  the  neglect  of  the  grantees,  or  those 
claiming  under  them,  for  five  years  thereafter  to  sustain  their 
rights  to  that  portion  of  the  premises,  and  to  rebuild  and  repair 
the  buildings  that  were  erected  by  them,  aud  to  use  and  occupy 
the  same  for  such  moral  and  useful  purposes,  as  were  contemplated 
in  the  deed,  worked  a  forfeiture  of  their  estate  and  interest  in  the 
premises,  and  vested  the  same  in  the  town  of  Newbury,  to  hold 
under  that  deed,  for  an  open  and  public  common  forever.  The 
erection  of  that  building  by  the  district,  in  1851,  in  a  different 
place  on  the  premises,  was,  therefore,  wrongfully  made,  and  was  in 
violation  of  the  rights  of  the  town  of  Newbury  and  the  public, 
under  that  deed.  And  though  the  fee  of  the  premises  may  be 
vested  in  the  town,  or  be  private  property  even,  yet  if  the  use 
and  occupancy  be  given  to  the  public,  as  a  highway,  public  square, 
or  common,  and  it  has  been  for  a  long  time  used  for  passing  and  re- 
passing, and  has  been  common  to  all  the  people,  any  obstruction 
thereof,  or  nuisance  erected  thereon,  may  be  prosecuted  by  indict- 
ment. Such  is  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Wilkinson,  2 
Vt  480,  and  in  Shaw  v.  Crawford,  10  John.  R.  237,  and  the 
premises  may  be  described  in  an  indictment  as  a  public  highway.  2 
Chitty  C.  L.  389. 

The  result  is,  that  the  respondents  take  nothing  by  their  motion. 


Seth  E.  Pecker  v.  John  H.  Sawyer. 

Promissory  Note.      When  indorser  may  testify.     Payment* 

The  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  tiie  note  void  in 
its  inception,  when  he  is  not  shown  to  be  directly  interested  in  the  event  of  the 
suit. 

Where  there  was  an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  a  promissory  note  at  the 
time  it  was  executed,  that  a  book  account,  in  favor  of  the  maker  and  against 
the  payee,  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  note  upon  settlement,  and  the 
amount  due  on  book  exceeded  the  amount  due  on  the  note  at  the  time  the  note 
was  indorsed,  the  fact  being  proved  is  a  sufficient  defense  to  a  suit  brought  by  an 
indorsee  to  recover  the  value  of  the  note  of  the  maker,  when  the  note  was  in- 
dorsed over  due. 

The  case  NichoU  v.  Holgaie,  2  Aiken  138,  considered  and  confirmed. 


460  ORANGE   COUNTY. 

Pecker  v.  Sawyer. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  note  for  seventy  dollars,  dated  at 
Concord,  N.  H.,  January  20,  1848,  executed  by  the  defendant  and 
made  payable  to  D.  G.  Fuller,  agent,  or  order,  on  demand.  Said 
note  was  indorsed  by  said  Fuller  to  the  plaintiff.  Plea  nan  as^ 
sumpsit  and  notice  of  special  matter,  and  trial  by  the  court,  Jao- ' 
uary  term,  1851. 

On  trial,  the  execution  and  indorsement  of  the  note  were  con- 
ceded, and  the  defendant  offered  the  deposition  of  D.  6.  FuUer, 
the  original  payee  of  the  note,  to  show  that  the  note  was  given  at 
Concord,  N.  H.,  in  payment  for  spirituous  liquors  sold  to  the  de- 
fendant in  1848,  contrary  to  the  statute  of  New  Hampshire ;  said 
Fuller  having  no  license  therefor.  Said  deposition  also  showed 
that  at  the  time  the  note  was  given,  there  was  a  book  account  ex- 
isting against  said  Fuller  in  said  Sawyer's  favor,  and  that  sud  note 
was  given  with  the  understanding  and  expectation  that  whatever 
was  found  to  be  due  said  Sawyer  from  said  Fuller,  upon  said  ac- 
count on  settlement,  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  said 
note  ;  that  the  amount  of  said  account  when  ascertained  was  found 
to  be  nearly  sufficient  to  balance  said  note,  and  that  said  account, 
together  with  certain  sums  paid  said  Fuller  by  said  Sawyer  before 
the  transfer  of  the  note,  were  more  than  sufficient  to  balance  said 
note.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  admission  of  said  deposition, 
on  the  ground  that  said  Fuller,  being  an  indorser  of  the  note,  was 
not  a  competent  witness,  or  admissible  in  law,  to  testify  to  said 
note  being  bad  in  its  inception  or  unavailable  when  indorsed  by 
him. 

The  court  admitted  the  deposition,  and  no  other  testimony  was 
given. 

The  court  held  that  said  Fuller  was  not  a  competent  witness  to 
prove  the  note  void  in  its  inception,  and  rejected  that  part  of  his 
deposition  which  tended  to  show  it  so,  and  that  his  testimony  was 
insufficient  evidence  of  the  statute  of  New  Hampshire  therein 
named.  The  court  found  as  true,  the  other  facts  stated  in  the 
deposition,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
eighty -five  dollars  and  forty-eight  cents  damages,  and  his  costs. 
Exceptions  by  defendants. 

7?.  3fcK,  Ormshy  for  defendant. 

The  court  erred  in  deciding  tliat  the  payee  of  the  note,  after  i^ 
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indorsement  by  him,  could  not  be  a  witness  to  show  the  note  void 
in  its  inception.  The  early  English  case  of  Wahon  v.  Shelhi/,  was 
followed  in  this  country,  in  early  times,  by  several  of  the  states ; 
but  English  courts  retracted  from  that  doctrine,  and  New  York 
has  abandoned  it.  Connecticut  and  Vermont  never  adopted  that 
rule.  Massachusetts  commenced  under  the  Shelby  rule,  and  still 
adheres  to  it.  Sec.  2,  Starkin  on  Ev.  (5  Am.  Ed.)  256  and  257 
and  Notes.  McFadder  v.  Maxwell,  17  Johns.  R.  188.  Nichols  y. 
BolgaU,  2  Aik.  138.     Chandler  v.  Mason,  2  Vt.  198. 

The  note  was  overdue,  and  the  indorsee  took  it  subject  to  all 
equities.  Britton  v.  Bishop,  11  Vt.  70.  Walbridge  v.  Kihhee,  20 
Vt.543. 

The  negotiation  of  the  note  under  the  circumstances,  was  a  fraud 
upon  the  maker.  This  being  shown,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  in- 
dorsee to  show  that  he  held  it  bona  fide,  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration. Vathier  v.  Zan/,  Gratton's  Virg.  Rep.  246,  (Law 
Mag.  Vol.  3,  No.  1,  p.  75).  ffeath  v.  Lawson  Sf  Evans,  22  E.  C. 
li.  78.     12  %d.  285.     Ch.  on  Bills  648,  id.  69. 

C  B.  Leslie  for  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that,  that  part  of  David  G.  Fuller's  de- 
position which  was  rejected  by  the  county  court,  was  properly  re- 
jected, for  two  reasons. 

1.  Because  said  Fuller,  being  the  indorser  of  the  note  in  suit, 
is  not  a  competent  witness  for  defendant  to  prove  that  said  note 
was  void  in  its  inception.  Chandler  v.  Mason,  2  Vt.  193.  Bank 
of  U.  S.  V.  Dunn,  6  Peters  R.  51.  Bank  of  the  Metropolis  v. 
Jones,  8  id.  12.  U.  States  v.  Leffler,  11  id.  86.  Greenleaf  on 
Ev.  Sec  385  and  Note  1. 

2.  Because  it  was  also  offered  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
statute  law  of  New  Hampshire,  which  can  not  be  done  by  parol, 
and,  therefore,  was  insufficient  for  that  purpose.  1,  Greenleaf  on 
Ev.  Sec.  489,  Woodhridge  v.  Austin.  2,  Tyler's  Rep.  364,  Territt 
V.  Woodruff,  19  Vt.  182. 

That  part  of  said  Fuller's  deposition  which  was  admitted  by  the 
county  court,  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  proving  a  payment  of 
Uie  note  in  suit.  The  county  court  found  the  facts  therein  stated, 
to  be  true,  but  also  found  that  the  facts  did  not  prove  a  payment. 
The  decision  of  the  county  court  upon  this  point  is  conclusive,  and 
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will  not  be  reviewed  by  this  court.  NoUe  v.  the  Administraior  of 
JeweU,  2  D.  Chap.  Rep.  36.  Strong  v.  Bams,  11  Vt  221.  But 
if  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  this  is  a  question  of  law,  and  will 
examine  this  part  of  the  case,  then  I  contend  that  the  facts  stated 
in  that  part  of  said  deposition  which  was  admitted  and  found  to  be 
true,  by  the  county  court,  do  not  prove  a  payment  of  said  note  or 
any  defense  thereto.  If  they  prove  anything,  it  is,  that  at  some 
time  there  were  unsettled  claims  existing  in  favor  of  defendant 
Sawyer,  against  said  Fuller,  which,  if  the  suit  upon  this  note  had 
been  brought  in  the  name  of  Fuller,  might  have  been  the  subject 
of  an  ofiset. 

By  the  Court.  The  principal  question  in  this  case,  arises 
upon  the  rejection  of  a  portion  of  the  deposition  of  David  6.  Fullery 
the  payee  and  indorser  of  the  note.  His  testimony  was  offered  by 
the  defendant,  to  show  the  note  void  in  its  inception,  as  having 
been  given  on  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in  the  state  of 
New  Hampshire,  by  this  witness,  and  without  any  license  there- 
for, such  sale  being  unlawful  under  the  laws  of  that  state.  This 
testimony  was  rejected  by  the  court,  as  being  incompetent  to  prove 
the  note  originally  void. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  witness  has  any  interest  in  the  event 
of  this  suit,  or  that  he  is  otherwise  incompetent,  except  from  hav- 
ing indorsed,  and  thereby  having  become  a  party  to  the  note. 
And  upon  the  authority  of  Walton  v.  Shelby,  1  T.  Rep.  269,  and 
various  other  cases  adopting  the  principle  of  that  case,  it  is  urged 
that  his  testimony  for  that  purpose,  should  not  be  received,  "  on 
'^  the  ground  that  no  man  shall  be  permitted  to  invalidate  an  in- 
"  strument,  by  his  testimony,  to  which  he  had  set  his  hand."  A 
different  principle  was  afterwards  adopted  in  England,  by  the 
cases  of  Bent  v.  Baker,  3  T.  Rep.  27,  and  Jordaine  v.  ZoiA- 
hrook,  7  T.  Rep  601,  in  which  it  was  held  that  witnesses  so  sit- 
ua.ted,  were  competent  to  testify  in  the  case,  though  their  relation 
to  the  note  was  a  proper  subject  for  consideration,  as  affecting 
their  credibility.  The  principle  of  these  cases  respectively,  has 
been  too  much  the  subject  of  investigation  in  the  English  courts, 
as  well  as  this  country,  to  render  it  necessary,  or  of  practical  im- 
portance, to  enter  into  an  investigation  of  the  subject,  any  farther 
than  to  ascertain  and  state  the  general  result  of  the  authorities  on 
this  question. 
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In  England  the  question  has  been  considered  as  settled  by  the 
case  of  Jordaine  v,  Lashhrooh,  and  since  that  decision  the  rule  has 
been  uniform,  "  that  the  party  to  any  instrument,  whether  nego- 
"  tiable  or  not,  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  any  fact  to  which 
"  any  other  witness  would  be  competent  to  testify,  provided  he  is 
"  not  shown  to  be  legally  infamous,  and  is  not  directly  interested  in 
"  the  event  of  the  suit,"  and  this  rule  is  of  general  application,  ex- 
cept it  be  in  the  case  of  public  officers,  who  are  not  permitted  to 
falsify  statement^^  and  certificates,  given  in  their  official  capacity. 

I  Phil.  Evid.  42,  and  note  78.  1  Greenleaf  Evid.  §  384.  In  2 
Smith's  notes  to  leading  cases  50,  margin,  it  is  said,  "  that  the 
"  courts  ever  since  the  case  of  Bent  v.  Baker,  have  evinced  a 
"  laudable  desire  to  let  in  truth  wherever  precedent  will  admit  it, 
"  by  holding  objections  to  apply  rather  to  the  credit  than  the  com- 
**  petency  of  the  witnesses."  This  rule,  so  uniformly  adopted  in 
Cngland,  was,  upon  mature  consideration,  adopted  in  this  state,  in 
the  case  of  Nichols  v.  Holgate,  2  Aik.  Rep.  138.  The  authority 
of  that  case,  was  afterwards  indirectly  questioned  in  the  case  of 
Chandler  v.  Mason,  2  Vt.  198.  But  we  are  unanimously  of  the 
opinion,  upon  this  investigation  of  the  subject,  that  the  case  of 
Nichols  V.  Holgate,  was  well  considered  and  correctly  decided,  and 
that  the  principle  of  that  case  should  not  be  departed  from.  For 
it  was  properly  observed  in  that  case,  "  that  more  evil  is  experi- 
"  enced  from  shuttinju  out  testimonv  entitled  to  credit,  than  would 
"  be  prevented  by  seeking  for  new  causes  for  its  exclusion."  This 
role  has  now  become  the  settled  law  in  New  York.  8  Cow.  Rep. 
673.  3  Wend.  Rep.  416.  In  Conn.,  1  Con.  Rep.  260,  13  Con. 
Rep.  350.  In  N.  Jersey,  2  Ilaz.  192.  2  Pen.  Rep.  791.  Itt 
10  N.  H.  Rep.  180.  Also  in  Maryland,  Virginia,  S.  Carolina, 
Georgia,  Tennessee,  and  some  other  states. 

The  doctrine  of  Walton  v.  Shelby,  is,  however,  followed  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  U.  States,  and  by  the  courts  of  Massachu- 
setts, Maine,  Pennsylvania,  and  Ohio.  The  practical  effi^ct  of 
that  doctrine,  has,  however,  led  to  that  modification  of  the  principle 
that  it  is  now  regarded  as  a  mere  rule  of  commercial  law,  intended 
for  the  security  of  trade,  and  restricted  to  negotiable  instruments. 

II  Peters  Rep.  95.  9  Met.  Rep.  471.  4  W.  &  Sergt.  128.  3 
How.  Rep.  73.  In  all  other  cases,  and  in  other  instruments,  the 
rule  as  settled  in  Jordaine  v.  Lashbrook,  has  its  application. 
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And  in  the  case  of  mercantile  paper,  the  courts  adopting  the 
rule  of  Walton  v.  Shelby^  have  limited  its  application,  bj  requiring 
that  the  instrument  be  actually  negotiated,  and  under  circumstan- 
ces freeing  it  from  antecedent  equities.  When,  therefore,  a  note 
is  endorsed  after  it  reaches  maturity,  the  endorser,  payee,  or 
maker,  is  a  competent  witness,  on  the  ground  of  policy,  and  can 
not  be  shut  out,  except  on  the  ground  of  interest.  11  Pick.  Rep. 
417.  2  Met.  Rep.  289.  18  Ohio  579.  4  S.  &  Rawle  399.  2 
Smith's  Lead.  Gas.  127. 

In  the  application  of  these  principles  to  this  case,  it  will  at  once 
be  perceived,  that  the  part  of  this  deposition  which  was  rejected, 
ought  to  have  been  received  and  read  to  the  jury.  It  was  clearly 
admissible  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Nichols  v.  HotgaUy 
and  as  this  note  was  transferred  nearly  two  years  overdue,  the 
testimony  could  not  be  excluded  upon  those  authorities,  adopting 
the  principle  held  in  Walton  v.  Shelby. 

The  court  admitted  the  witness  to  testify  to  the  payment  of  the 
note,  and  from  which  we  learn,  that  when  the  note  was  given,  an 
account  existed  in  favor  of  the  defendant  against  the  payee,  and 
that  it  was  then  understood  that  the  amount  was  to  be  deducted 
from  the  note.  This,  with  the  sums  paid  on  the  note  before  it  was 
transferred,  was,  as  the  witness  testifies,  more  than  sufficient  to 
balance  it.  These  facts  being  found,  it  becomes  a  question  of  law 
whether  they  constitute  a  legal  defense.  The  court  decided  that 
this  did  not  constitute  a  payment  or  defense,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  note.  In  this,  also, 
we  think  there  was  error.  In  the  case  of  Walhridge  v.  Kibbee, 
20  Vt.  543,  in  a  case  very  similar  to  the  present,  it  was  held,  that 
the  note  was  subject  to  any  defense  which  grew  out  of  the  note 
transaction,  or  out  of  any  agreement  between  the  maker  and  the 
payee  in  relation  to  it  before  its  transfer.  In  that  case  there 
was  an  agreement  to  apply  the  balance  on  book  account,  in  pay- 
ment of  the  note,  and  as  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  note  af^er 
it  fell  due,  the  agreement  was  held  a  good  defense.  The  case 
seems  to  be  decisive  of  the  present  action,  and  on  both  groun 
we  think  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  reversed. 
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Connecticut   and    Passumpsic   Rivers  Rail   Road    Com- 
pany V.  AzRO  Bailey. 

[Decided  at  the  Woodstock  Special  September  Term.] 

JIfottan  to  dismiss.  Assessments  on  stock.  Parol  agreement.  Dis- 
cretion. Forfeiture  of  charter.  Alteration  of  charter.  Mutu- 
ality of  contract. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  a  suit  most  be  for  causes  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  written 
proceedings,  and  that  which  requires  proof  aliunde,  can  only  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  plea,  and  issue  joined  thereon. 

A  promise  to  pay  assessments  on  stock  contained  in  the  book  of  subscriptions,  and 
signed  by  the  defendant,  will  bind  him,  notwithstanding  the  charter  provides  for 
ft  sale  of  the  stock  only,  in  case  of  a  failure  to  pay  assessments  thereon. 

Parol  agreements,  made  at  the  time  of  subscribing  for  stock,  and  inconsistent  with 
the  written  terms  of  subscription,  are  inadmissible,  inoperative  and  void. 

Each  subscription  is  an  independent  undertaking,  and  in  no  way  affected  by  the 
terms  of  other  subscriptions. 

That  which  is  properly  submitted  to  be  decided  by  the  discretion  of  a  man,  or  board 
of  men,  when  so  decided,  cannot  be  revised  by  another  tribunal. 

That  which  would  operate  to  forfeit  a  charter  granted  by  the  legislature,  cannot  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  a  stockholder  of  the  corporation,  in  an  uction  brought 
against  him  for  the  recovery  of  assessments  on  his  stock.  The  State  a.one  can 
claim  such  forfeiture. 

Where  the  commissioners,  appointed  to  receive  subscriptions  to  tlie  stock  of  a  rail- 
road, are  empowered  to  reject  such  subscriptions  before  the  organization  of  the 
company,  and  do  not  do  so ;  held,  that  the  contract  entered  into  by  subscribing 
for  stock,  is  sufficiently  mutual  to  make  it  valid. 

This  was  an  action  of 

Assumpsit,  for  the  recovery  of  assessments  on  two  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  said  company,  subscribed  by  the  defendant. 
Plea,  non-assumpsit  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  read  in  evidence,  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion passed  in  1835,  and  also  acts  of  1843  and  1845,  modifying 
said  act,  as  set  forth  in  the  declaration  ;  and  proved  that  the  com- 
missioners named  in  said  acts,  duly  opened  books  for  subscriptions 
to  the  capital  stock  of  said  company,  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
which  were  as  follows : 
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"Connecticut  and  Passumpsic   Rivers  Rail  Road  Com- 
pany." 

"  Whereas,  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  State  of  Vermont,  of 
the  10th  day  of  November,  1835,  and  another  of  Oct  31,  1843, 
were  passed,  incorporating  the  Connecticut  and  Pasanmpsic  Riv- 
ers Rail  Road  Company,  and  appointing  Gardner  C.  Hall,  Calvin 
Townsley,  Henry  Smith,  Peyton  R.  Chandler,  Allen  Wardncr, 
Timothy  Shedd,  and  Erastus  Fairbanks,  commissioners  to  open 
the  books  and  receive  subscriptions  to  the  capital  stock  of  said 
company.  Now  we  the  subscribers  hereby  associate  in  said  en- 
terprise, and  do  hereby  agree  with  said  corporation,  to  take  the 
number  of  shares  respectively  placed  against  our  names,  on  the 
following  terms  and  conditions." 

'^  No  subscriber  shall  be  held  by  his  subscription  to  pay  assess- 
ments amounting  in  all  to  more  than  one  hundred  dollars  on  each 
share,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be  assessed,  the  subscribers  are 
held  to  pay,  and  said  company  may  enforce  their  claim  thereto, 
with  expenses  of  collection,  by  sale  of  the  shares,  and  by  suit,  or 
by  either  of  said  means." 

'^  All  subscriptions  hereto,  shall,  until  said  company  shall  be  or- 
ganized, be  subject  to  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  majority 
of  said  commissioners." 

"  The  condition  of  the  following  subscriptions  is,  that  all  assess- 
ments shall  be  for  the  construction,  and  preliminaries  for  the  con- 
struction of  that  portion  of  the  road  lying  between  Derby  line  and 
the  mouth  of  White  River. 

AzRo  Bailey,      ....       Two  shares. 
And  others." 

On  trial,  the  plaintiffs  proved,  that  before  Jan.  15,  1846,  at 
which  time  said  company  was  organized,  there  was  over  $500,000 
subscribed  to  said  stock,  on  said  books,  that  thereupon,  said  com- 
missioners gave  notice  for  a  meeting  of  the  subscribers  to  the  cap- 
ital stock,  to  organize  said  company  agreeably  to  said  acts,  and 
that  said  meeting  was  held  Jan.  15,  1846,  and  said  company  or- 
ganized by  the  election  of  officers,  and  that  the  commissioners 
delivered  to  the  officers  of  the  company,  a  certificate  of  the  organ- 
ization of  said  company,  and  the  subscription  books  of  said  com- 
pany. 
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The  plaintiffs  also  read  in  evidence,  a  certificate  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  showing  that  said  commissioners  had  certified  to  him, 
that  notices  of  the  opening  of  the  subscription  books,  had  been 
duly  published,  that  subscriptions  of  more  than  $500,000,  to  the 
capital  stock  of  said  company,  had  been  made,  and  that  said  com- 
pany had  been  duly  organized,  and  also  showed,  that  the  treas- 
urer had  given  bonds,  agreeably  to  the  requirements  of  said  acts, 
which  had  been  accepted. 

The  plaintiffs  also  showed,  that  after  the  organization  of  said 
company,  the  directors  had  made  assessments  on  said  shares,  from 
time  to  time,  amounting  in  all  to  $100  on  each  share,  of  which 
due  notice  had  been  given  to  the  subscribers,  all  of  which  became 
due  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
completed  and '  put  in  operation,  about  forty  miles  of  their  road, 
from  the  mouth  of  White  River,  north  to  Wells  River,  by  Dec.  1, 
1848,  no  part  of  which  was  denied  or  controverted  by  the  defend- 
ant. ^ 

The  plaintiffs  also  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the  de- 
fendant first  subscribed  for  one  share  of  said  stock,  and  afterwards 
that  it  was  altered  to  two,  by  his  consent,  between  the  4th  and  8th 
of  Sept.  1845,  and  before  the  organization  of  said  company.  It 
was  conceded,  that  the  defendant  had  never  paid  the  assessments 
on  said  shares. 

The  defendant  offered  no  testimony,  but  from  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses,  it  appeared,  that  the  witness  who 
testified  that  more  than  $500,000  had  been  subscribed  to  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  said  company,  did  not  personally  know  that  all  the 
signatures  thereto,  were  genuine,  and  that  one  of  the  agents  em- 
ployed to  procure  said  subscriptions,  agreed  with  some  of  the  sub- 
scribers thereto,  that  if  they,  after  paying  one  assessment  of  ^ve 
dollars  on  each  share,  requested  him  to  take  their  shares,  he  would 
do  so,  and  that  in  some  instances  it  had  been  so  done,  as  to  per- 
sons whose  names  preceded  the  defendant's  on  the  subscription 
book,  and  in  some  instances,  some  of  the  shares,  after  being  so 
taken  and  installments  paid  thereon,  had  been  surrendered  to  the 
ofiicers  of  the  company,  and  company  bonds  delivered  thereon, 
and  that  such  agreement  was  made,  and  such  course  was  taken 
with  one  person,  who  subscribed  for  stock,  at  the  same  time  the 
defendant  did. 
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No  testimony  was  given  tending  to  prove,  that  $20,000,  or  any 
sum  had  been  expended  in  the  construction,  or  preliminaries  of 
construction  of  said  road,  by  Oct.  31,  1846. 

The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 

1.  That  if  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant  only  consented  that 
his  subscription  might  be  changed,  on  the  condition  and  expectar 
tion  that  he  should  not  have  his  liabilities  increased,  and  that  it 
was  changed  on  such  an  understanding,  then  the  change  would 
render  the  subscription  void. 

2.  That  it  was  necessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  twenty 
thousand  dollars  had  been  expended  in  the  construction,  or  pre- 
liminaries of  construction  of  said  road,  by  Oct.  31,  1846,  or  they 
could  not  recover  in  this  suit. 

3.  That  it  was  necessary  to  prove,  that  $500,000*  had  been  sub- 
scribed to  the  capital  stock,  previous  to  the  organization  of  etad 
company,  and  that  the  subscriptions  were  honafde  or  they  coold 
not  recover  in  this  action. 

4.  That  if  the  jury  find  that  fictitious  subscriptions  had  been 
obtained  previous  to  the  defendant's,  and  the  defendant  had  there- 
by been  induced  to  sign  for  shares,  it  would  be  a  fraud  upon  him, 
and  he  would  be  released  from  all  obligation  to  pay  his  subscrip- 
tion. 

5.  That  by  the  terms  of  the  subscription,  there  was  no  mutuality 
of  obligation,  and  the  defendant  not  thereby  bound. 

6.  That  the  subscription,  by  its  terms,  does  not  amount  to  a 
promise  to  pay  the  assessments,  which  would  support  an  action  of 
assumpsit 

7.  The  defendant  insisted  to  the  court,  that  the  declaration  was 
founded  on  the  acts  of  1835, 1843  and  1845,  while  the  proof  showed 
that  the  defendant  subscribed  to  the  company  formed  by  the  first 
two  named  acts,  that  the  proof  showed  that  the  subscription  was 
not  to  the  company,  constituted  by  the  acts  declared  on ;  and  that 
the  act  of  1845,  being  subsequent  to  the  defendant's  subscription, 
and  making  a  fundamental  change  in  the  company,  of  which  the 
defendant  had  become  a  member,  and  being  made  without  the  de- 
fendants assent,  it  discharged  him  from  liability  on  his  subscriptioD> 

The  court  declined  to  charge  the  jury  as  requested,  but  did 
charge  them,  that  all  private  unwritten  agreements,  made  by  and 
with  any  of  the  subscribers  to  the  plaintiffs'  capital  stock,  inconsist- 
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ent  with  the  written  terms  of  their  subscription,  if  made  at  or  be- 
fore signing,  either  with  those  who  preceded  the  signature  of  the 
defendant^  or  with  the  defendant  himself,  were  inadmissible,  inop- 
erative, a  fraud  on  other  subscribers,  and  utterly  void  ;  and  if  the 
jury  found  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  signed  said  sub- 
scription, and  that  he  directed  two  shares  to  be  annexed  to  his 
name,  they  would  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  otherwise  for  the 
defendant. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  after  verdict 
and  before  judgment,  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  for  the  insuflficiency  of  the  declaration,  which  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court. 

In  this  case  the  name  of  the  clerk,  which  appeared  on  the  writ 
and  recognizance,  was  written  on  slips  of  paper,  and  attached  to 
the  writ  and  recognizance  by  wafers. 

And  there  was  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  at  a  former  term, 
which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  which  sufliciently 
appears  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

To  all  which  the  defendant  excepts. 

J?.  McK.  Ormsby  for  the  defendant. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  improperly  overruled.  The  statute 
says,  that  if  a  writ  shall  issue  without  recognizance,  it  shall  on  mo- 
tion abate,  and  there  was  no  objection  to  trying  this  on  motion. 
The  clerk  cannot  delegate  his  authority  to  attorneys  to  take  the 
recognizances.  The  principles  on  which  this  objection  rests,  have 
been  recognized  by  this  court,  in  repeated  instances. 

The  plaintiffs  should  have  shown  that  $20,000  had  been  expend- 
ed by  Oct.  31,  1846,  as  by  the  act  required. 

The  plaintiffs  should  have  shown  that  honafide  subscriptions  to 
the  amount  of  $500,000,  had  been  subscribed  previous  to  the  or- 
ganization of  the  company.  Central  Turnpike  Co,  v.  Valentine, 
10  Pick.  142.     Salem  Mill  Dam  Co.  v.  Ropes,  6  Pick.  182. 

The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge  as  the  defendant,  by  his 
fourth  request,  desired.  If  such  fraudulent  agreement  was  made 
by  the  plaintiffs'  agent,  it  was  not  a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiffs. 

There  was  no  mutuality  of  obligation  in  the  terms  of  the  sub- 
scription. Agreements,  to  be  obligatory,  must  be  equally  binding 
on  both  parties.     It  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  this  subscription 
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was  binding  upon  the  defendant,  while  the  plaintiffs  were  at  liber- 
ty wholly  to  reject  it. 

The  subscription  did  not  amount  to  an  express  promise  to  pay 
the  assessments.  There  was  a  special  provision  in  the  charter  for 
selling  the  shares  of  delinquents ;  this  remedy  should  have  been 
resorted  to  in  this  case.  AticUwer  and  Medford  Turnpike  Co.  v. 
GotUd,  6  Mass.  43. 

The  most  important  question  in  the  case  arises  from  the  act  of 
1845,  dividing  the  company  in  the  middle,  and  instead  of  requiring 
two  millions  of  stock  to  organize,  enabling  the  new  company  to 
organize  with  a  subscription  of  $500,000.  The  defendant  sub- 
scribed Sept.  4,  1845.  The  act,  creating  the  present  plaintiffs^ 
was  passed  Nov.  1845,  and  no  assent  of  the  defendant  to  the  pro- 
ceeding, has  ever  been  shown ;  "  nan  hocjidere  venij*  more  than 
all,  the  declaration  sets  forth  the  plaintiffs'  existence,  and  founded 
his  action  on  the  acts  of  1835,  1843  and  1845,  while  the  proof 
showed  the  defendant's  subscription  to  a  company  formed  by  the 
two  first  named  acts.  Middlesex  Turnpike  Co,  v.  Lock^  8  Mass. 
270.  Middlesex  Turnpike  Go,  v.  Tbirn,  1  N.  H.  44.  Opinion  of 
Chancellor  Bennett  in  Stevens  v.  Rutland  and  Burlington  B.  B. 
Co, 

L,  Underwood  and  J.  W,  D,  Parker  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  court  decided  correctly,  in  overruling  the  motion  to  dismiss, 
nothing  appears  on  the  writ,  which  would  warrant  its  dismissal; 
the  long  practice  of  issuing  writs  in  this  manner  without  objection, 
has  created  an  authority  in  its  favor. 

The  court  were  correct  in  their  charge,  that  all  private  and  un- 
written agreements  made  with  subscribers,  inconsistent  with  the 
written  terms  of  the  subscription,  were  void.  Blodgett  v.  MerriB, 
20  Vt.  509. 

The  fact,  that  it  was  not  proved  that  $20,000  was  expended 
prior  to  Oct.  31,  184G,  cannot  avail  the  defendant.  This  was  a 
condition  subsequent,  and  need  not  be  alledged,  and  if  alledged  need 
not  be  proved.  If  this  defendant  can  defend  on  this  ground,  aD 
the  other  stockholders  might  do  the  same,  and  their  refusal,  be  the 
very  reason  why  it  was  not  done.  Waterford  Sfc,  R,  B,  Co,  v* 
Dallnac,  4  Law  &  Eq.  Rep.  455. 

The  terms  of  the  subscription  amount  to  a  promise  to  pay  «' 
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sessments,  and  an  action  of  assumpsit  will  be  sustained  to  enforce 
their  payment.  Hartford  and  N,  Haven  R,  R,  Co.  v.  Kennedy^  7 
Conn.  (2d  series)  499.  Hartford  and  N.  Haven  R»  R,  Co,  v. 
Boorman  et  aL,  ibid.  530.  Worcester  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Willard,  2 
Mass.  80.  Taunton  S^c,  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Whiting^  10  Mass.  327. 
Angell  &  Ames  on  Corporations  492,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7  and  8. 

The  only  real  question  in  the  case,  is  whether  by  the  act  of 
1845,  passed  subsequent  to  the  defendant's  subscription,  he  was 
absolved  from  the  payment  of  his  assessments. 

It  is  insisted,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  subscription  he  has  sub- 
stantially consented  to  it.  It  is  an  express  condition  to  the  sub- 
scription that  assessments  shall  be  for  construction  and  prelimina- 
rieSy  for  that  portion  of  the  road  between  the  mouth  of  White 
River  and  Derby  line,  and  his  assent  may  as  well  be  inferred  from 
his  acts  before,  as  after  the  act  of  1845,  and  inasmuch  as  the  de- 
fendant gave  no  evidence  of  his  dissent,  his  assent  should  be  in- 
ferred. 

Taking  the  terms  of  subscription,  the  charter  and  act  of  1845 
together,  it  is  manifest  that  the  legislature  passed  that  act,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  wishes  and  at  the  request  of  the  subscribers, 
and  that  this  objection  is  an  afterthought. 

It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  subscribers  took  stock  with  ref- 
erence to  having  a  charter  extending  south  of  White  River,  when 
they  expressly  provide  for  the  expenditure  of  their  subscriptions 
on  a  road  north  of  that  point,  had  the .  company  attempted  to 
construct  a  road  with  these  subscriptions  south  of  that  point,  they 
would  have  been  restricted  by  injunction,  as  being  in  violation  of 
the  terms  of  subscription.  Stevens  v.  Rutland  Sf  Burlington  R. 
•  R.  Co.,  by  Chancellor  Bennett  and  cases  there  cited.  Stevens  v. 
South  Devon  R.  R.,  2nd  L.  and  Equity  138.  Hunt  v.  Shrews- 
bury and  Chester  R.  R.  Co.,  3  ibid.  144.  U.  S.  Law  Magazine, 
Jan.  No.  1852,  30,  1  and  2. 

We  insist  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  from  setting  up  this 
defense ;  from  the  terms  of  the  subscription,  and  from  the  fact 
that  he  offers  no  evidence  of  his  dissent,  to  the  change  created  by 
the  act  of  1845,  and  from  the  fact  that  he  permitted  the  company 
to  go  on  and  make  the  expenditure  without  objection,  it  would  be 
manifest  injustice  now  to  permit  him  to  set  up  that  defense,  and  it 
would  operate  as  a  base  fraud  upon  the  company.  Graham  v. 
Birkenhead  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Law  and  Equity  Rep.  132. 
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The  opinion  of  the  xjourt  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  Several  questions  are  presented  in  this  case,  arising 
first  on  the  motion  to  dismiss,  and  secondly,  on  exceptions  allowed 
on  the  trial  of  the  case  before  the  jury.  The  exceptions,  taken 
on  the  plea  in  abatement,  having  been  withdrawn,  and  no  objections 
having  been  urged  to  the  declaration  on  the  motion  in  arrest,  we 
are  relieved  from  the  investigation  of  any  questions  arising  there- 
on. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  properly  overruled.  The  writ  on 
its  face  appears  to  have  been  signed  by  a  proper  officer,  and  a  re- 
cognizance of  bail  duly  taken.  The  objections  are  without  foun- 
dation in  fact,  so  far  as  it  appears  from  a  personal  inspection  of  the 
record.  To  find  the  facts  otherwise,  it  would  be  necessary  that 
testimony  aliu7ide  be  received,  and  this  would  be  improper  on  a 
motion  to  dismiss,  even  if  it  could  be  received,  under  other  modes 
of  pleading.  The  Comp.  Stat.  242,  sects.  4,  5,  requiring  writs  to 
be  signed  by  a  proper  officer,  and  a  recognizance  to  be  taken  at 
the  time  of  signing,  and  providing  that  if  otherwise  issued,  the  same 
on  motion  shall  abate,  contemplates  the  case  where  such  defects 
are  made  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  writ,  and  can  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  court,  on  an  inspection  of  the  record.  If  reliance 
is  placed  on  other  testimony,  to  show  the  writ  not  duly  signed,  or 
recognizance  taken,  if  proper  in  any  case,  it  must  be  on  a  plea  in 
abatement,  where  an  issue  can  be  formed  under  proper  pleadings, 
so  that  the  case  can  be  tried  by  the  court  or  jury,  as  the  issue  shall 
be  closed. 

We  are,  then,  brought  to  an  examination  of  the  questions  arising 
on  the  second  bill  of  exceptions.  The  action  is  brought  to  recover 
the  amount  of  several  calls,  or  assessments,  made  on  two  shares* 
of  the  capital  stock  of  this  company,  subscribed  for,  by  the  defendr 
ant  after  the  several  acts  of  incorporation  were  passed,  in  1835 
and  1843,  and  before  the  act  of  1845.  That  the  defendant  sub- 
scribed that  instrument  with  his  own  hand,  and  that  the  subscrip- 
tion was  altered  from  one  share  to  two,  by  his  direction  and  au- 
thority, is  found  by  the  jury.  It  is  necessary,  however,  to  sustiun 
this  action,  that  there  be  an  express  promise  by  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  assessments,  for  the  17th  section  of  the  act  of  incor- 
poration, not  only  gives  to  the  corporation  the  right  of  making 
and  rec^uiring  payment,  but  also  the  power  of  enforcing  the  pay- 
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ment  of  those  assessments,  by  creating  a  forfeiture  of  all  previous 
payments  thereon,  and  this  is  the  only  remedy  given  by  the  act. 
And  unless  an  express  promise  has  been  made  for  such  payment, 
the  remedy  of  the  corporation  is  limited  to  that  prescribed  by  the 
charter,  and  they  must  proceed  by  a  forfeiture  of  the  stock  and 
imyments  made  thereon.  Medford  T,  Co.  v.  Gotdd,  6  Mass.  40. 
N.  Bedford  T.  Oo.  v.  Adotms,  8  Mass.  138.  Franklin  Glass  Oo,  v. 
WkUey  14  Mass.  286.  And  this  doctrine  has  been  recognized  in 
this  state  in  the  case  of  Essex  Bridge  Co.  v.  Tattle,  2  Yt.  393. 

Whether  the  language  used  in  this  subscription  is  sufficient  for 
that  purpose,  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  ascer- 
tained by  a  proper  construction  of  the  instrument.  It  should  con- 
tain something  more  than  a  promise  to  become  a  stockholder  or 
proprietor  of  a  given  number  of  shares.  But  if  it  contains  in  its 
language,  an  acknowledgment  of  a  personal  liability  thereon,  and 
gives  the  right  to  enforce  that  obligation  by  the  usual  means  of 
enforcing  contracts  at  law,  it  would  be  equivalent  to  an  express 
promise,  and  no  court  would  hesitate  to  say,  that  the  party  intend- 
ed to  create  such  liability  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to  the  corpo- 
ration a  cumulative  remedy,  to  that  given  by  the  charter.  In 
looking  at  the  subscription,  we  find  it  clear  in  its  provisions.  There 
is  no  ambiguity  on  its  face.  It  first  recites,  the  existence  of  the 
charter  and  the  names  of  the  commissioners  appointed  for  opening- 
the  books  for  subscription  to  its  capital  stock,  ^'  and  the  subscribers 
^  agree  to  take  the  number  of  shares  respectively  placed  against 
'^  their  names."  If  the  agreement  rested  there,  the  assessment* 
could  be  enforced  only  by  forfeiture  of  their  stock,  but  the  instru- 
ment contains  the  further  provision,  "  That  the  subscribers  are 
^  held  to  pay  to  Uie  amount  which  shall  be  assessed,  and  the  oom- 
^  pany  may  enforce  their  claim  thereto,  with  expenses  of  collec- 
*^tion,  by  sale  of  the  shares,  or  by  suit,  or  by  either  of  those 
^  means."  In  this  provision,  it  is  obvious  they  intended  to  give 
the  corporation  their  personal  obligation  for  suck  payment,  with 
the  right  of  enforcing  that  obligation  independent  of  the  right  of 
forfeiture  of  the  stock,  and  an  obligation  thus  created  can  be  en- 
forced in  this  form  of  action. 

Several  objections  are  urged  against  the  plaintiffs  recovery  in 
this  case,  not  only  involving  the  legal  existence  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
their  corporate  capacity,  but  also  the  vali^ty  of  the  subscription 
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itself.    That  the  plaintifis  were  duly  incorporated,  and  that  an  or- 
ganization, in  fact,  was  made  under  their  charter,  is  stated  in  the 
excepticms,  and  is  not  disputed.    Bat  it  is  insisted  that  some  of 
the  subscriptions  were  fictitious,  and  that  the  amoont  required  bj 
the  act,  previous  to  their  organization  was  not  raised.     The  first 
section  of  the  act  of  1845,  proTides  ^That  the  company  mxj  o^ 
<<  ganize  agreeable  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1835,  so  sooii  as 
<^  five  hundred  thousand  dollars  shall  bare  been  subscribed  to  the 
^  capital  stock."    It  is  evident  the  legislature  contemplated  fona 
Jide  subscriptions,  and  if  they  were  not  so^  the  organizattioii  should 
not  have  been  effected.    We  are  not  called  upon,  however,  to  de- 
cide upon  the  admissibility  of  testimony  in  proof  of  those  fiKts,  in- 
dependent of  those  considerations  arising  out  of  the  charter,  or  to 
what  extent  such  evidence  would  be  available  in  suits  of  this  diar- 
acter.    To  guard  against  fraudulent  subscriptions,  and  to  see  that 
this  provision  of  the  act  was  complied  with,  commissionerB  were 
appointed  under  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  1835,  whose  dntj  it 
was  to  open  books  and  receive  subscriptions,  and  when  the  amomti 
required  was  raisedy  to  notify  a  meeting  of  the  stockholders  for  the 
election  of  directors,  and  of  which  they  are  the  inspectors ;  and 
they  are  required  to  certify  under  their  hands,  the  names  of  those 
elected,  and  by  the  5th  section  of  the  act  of  1845,  that  organiia- 
tion  is  to  be  duly  certified  to  the  Secretary  of  State ;   and  from 
the  certificate  of  the  Secretary,  which  is  made  part  of  the  ease^ 
it  appears  that  all  these  requirements  of  the  act  have  been  com- 
plied with.    As  a  preliminary  question,  therefore,  befOTe  the  com- 
missioners could  call  for  an  election  of  directors,  and  effect  that 
organization,  or  make  their  several  certificates  thereof,  they  were 
required  to  ascertain  and  find  as  true,  that  the  full  amount  was 
raised  by  subscription,  as  required  by  the  act.    They  were  a  board 
appointed  by  the  legislature  for  that  specific  purpose,  as  well  as  to 
direct  in  all  those  preliminary  steps  necessary  for  a  legal  and  proper 
organization  of  the  company.  As  the  act  required  their  certificate  of 
that  organization  to  be  made  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  that  certificate  must  be  considered  as  condusive  evidence 
of  its  organization,  as  well  as  of  the  validity  and  amount  of  the  sub- 
scriptions, eofar^  at  least,  as  the  question  of  a  legal  organizatioo 
of  the  company  is  concerned.    It  could  have  been  for  no  other 
object,  but  to  produce  that  effect,  that  the  act  required  that  certif- 
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icate  to  be  made  and  filed.  In  the  case  of  JRex  v.  the  Mayor  and 
Aldermen  of  LondoUy  3  B.  &  A.  271.  Lord  Tenderdon,  C.  J., 
remarked,  ^  That  if  a  matter  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  any  in* 
^dividual,  or  body  of  men,  who  are  to  decide  according  to  their 
''own  conscience  and  judgment,  it  would  be  absurd  to  saj  that 
**  any  other  tribunal  is  to  inquire  into  the  grounds  and  reasons 
**  on  which  thej  have  decided,  and  whether  or  not  thej  have  exer- 
^.dsed  their  discretion  properly.  If  such  a  power  is  given  to  any 
''one,  it  is  sufficient  in  common  sense  for  him  to  say  that  he  has 
"  exercised  that  power  to  the  best  of  his  judgment"  The  same 
doctrine  was  sustained  in  Walker  v.  DevereuXy  4  Paige  Ch.  R.  271. 
BexY.  the  JtuHces  of  Norfolk^  1  N.  &  M.  67.  The  BrooUin 
Baniy  1  Edw.  Ch.  R.  371.  On  the  production  of  that  certifi- 
cate, therefore,  with  the  other  evidence  introduced,  of  an  organi- 
sation in  fact,  their  existence  as  a  corporation,  and  their  organiza- 
tion under  their  charter,  was  proved  by  the  best  evidence  the  nature 
of  the  case  admits,  and  the  certificate,  is  as  conclusive,  upon  the  va- 
lidity of  the  subscriptions,  and  the  amount,  and  on  the  question  of  a 
legal  organization,  as  upon  any  other  preliminary  fact,  which  they 
were  authorised  to  find  and  certify. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  verdict  in  this  case  is  wrong,  inas- 
much as  no  evidence  was  introduced,  showing  that  the  sum  of  twen- 
ty thousand  dollars  was  expended  in  the  construction  of  the  road,  as 
required  by  the  act  of  incorporation.  The  second  section  of  the 
act  of  1835,  and  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  1843,  required  the 
commencement  of  the  construction  of  the  road,  and  the  expendi- 
ture of  that  amount  thereon,  within  five  years  in  one  case,  and 
tliree  years  in  the  other,  or  the  charter  is  declared  void.  The 
fourth  section  of  the  act  of  1843,  saves  from  forfeiture,  so  much  of 
the  road  as  shall  be  built  within  the  time  limited  by  the  act,  so 
tliat  that  which  remains  unfinished,  is  alone  forfeited.  The  objec- 
tion, we  think,  is  not  well  taken  in  this  action  for  assessments. 
For  it  would  be  exceedingly  inconsistent  to  say  that  the  corpora- 
tion must  expend  that  sum  in  the  construction  of  their  road,  and 
at  the  same  time  deny  them  the  right  and  power  of  collecting  their 
sabscriptions  for  that  purpose.  That  could  never  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature.  The  charter,  in  its  duration,  is  per- 
petual, and  this  provision  of  the  act  is  a  reservation  of  the  right  on 
the  part  of  the  State  to  cause  its  charter  to  be  vacated,  if  the  cor- 
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poration  neglecta  or  refuses  to  exercise  its  corporate  franchises 
within  that  period.  But  this  cause  of  forfeiture  may  be  waived 
by  the  State,  an  illustration  of  which,  is  found  in  this  charter ;  a 
forfeiture  accrued  under  the  act  of  1835,  but  was  waived  by  the  act 
of  1843,  on  this  very  subject. 

It  is  a  matter  exclusively  between  the  corporation  and  the  State 
granting  the  charter.  If  they  waive  the  forfeiture,  no  other  per« 
son  can  take  advantage  of  it  If  they  insist  upon  the  forfeiture  as 
a  general  rule,  the  corporation  has  still  its  legal  existence,  until  a 
judgment  of  ouster  is  had,  under  judicial  proceedings.  ^  It  cannot 
^be  tried  or  put  in  issue,  collaterally  or  incidentally,  in  any  other 
"  mode  than  by  direct  proceedings  for  that  purpose,  against  the  * 
'^  corporation."  Until,  therefore,  this  charter  is  vacated,  by  such 
proceedings,  the  corporation  has  its  legal  existence,  and  may  en- 
force payment  of  its  assessments.  People  v.  Manhattan  Oo^  9 
Wend.  R.  351.  Bank  v.  North,  4  Johns.  Ch.  379.  Ang.  &  Ames 
on  Corpt.  664-5  and  authorities  there  cited.  That  such  matter 
is  no  defense  in  an  action  against  one  for  assessments,  was  decided 
in  the  case  of  the  Waterford  and  Dublin  Railway  Co,  v.  DaJhiae^ 
4:  £ng.  Law  ic  £q.  R.  455. 

An  important  question  in  this  case,  arises  upon  the  evidence 
tending  to  prove  that  the  defendant's  subscription,  was  obtained  by 
fraud.  The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
"  that  if  they  believed  that  Jlctitious  subscriptions  had  been  obtain- 
ed previous  to  the  defendant's,  and  the  defendant  had  been  thereby 
induced  to  sign  for  shares,  it  would  be  a  fraud  upon  him,  and  that 
he  would  be  released  therefrom."  There  was  testimony  justifying 
that  request,  and  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the  court  so  to  charge 
the  jury,  gives  to  the  party  excepting,  the  benefit  of  that  fact,  so 
that  the  question  arises,  whether  that  constitutes  such  a  fraud  as 
will  avoid  this  subscription.  The  court  charged  the  jury,  "  that 
all  private,  unwritten  agreements,  made  by  and  with,  any  of  the 
subscribers,  inconsistent  with  the  written  terms  of  the  subscription, 
if  made  at  or  before  signing,  either  with  those  who  preceded  the 
signature  of  the  defendant,  or  with  the  defendant  himself,  were  in- 
admissible, inoperative,  a  fraud  on  the  other  subscribers,  on  the 
plaintiffs,  and  utterly  void,  and  that  if  they  believed  the  defendant 
signed  the  subscription,  and  directed  two  shares  to  be  annexed  to 
his  name,  they  should  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs." 
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It  18  evident,  that  if  an  action  had  been  brought  against  those 
prior  subscribers,  on  their  respective  subscriptions,  or  those  who 
became  such,  at  the  time  the  defendant  subscribed,  no  agreements 
or  arrangement  with  them,  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  their 
subscription,  could  be  received  in  evidence,  in  avoidance  of  their 
contract.  If  they  signed  that  subscription,  they  are  bound  by  its 
expressed  terms  and  conditions,  and  if  done  under  an  agreement 
that  they  should  not  be  liable,  and  to  induce  others  to  sign,  they 
became  parties  to  the  fraud,  and  would  not  be  permitted  to  avail 
themselves  of  their  own  wrongful  acts  to  avoid  their  contract 
They  would  be  estopped  to  deny  its  binding  character  and  obliga- 
tion, and  be  required  to  discharge  to  the  corporation  and  all  inter- 
ested therein,  that  obligation  which  they  have  assumed,  according 
to  its  terms.  In  depriving  them  of  such  matters  in  defense,  the 
law  makes  the  subscriptions  honajide,  and  requires  them  to  fulfil 
and  answer  those  expectations  and  inducements  which  they  have 
held  out  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  other  subscribers.  This  doc- 
trine is  enforced  by  considerations  of  public  policy,  as  well  as  of 
good  faith,  and  is  now  considered  as  settled  law,  in  this  State. 
This  was  the  doctrine  established  in  the  case  of  Blodgett  v.  Mor- 
reBj  20  Vt.  509,  where  it  was  ruled  that  such  testimony  was  not 
admissible,  when  offered  bt/  those  vnth  whom  such  arrangements 
were  made,  and  who  were  parties  to  such  fraudulent  attempt 
And  when  this  testimony  is  offered  by  those  who  subsequently  signed 
the  subscription,  who  were  not  parties  to  the  fraud,  and  who  there- 
by were  induced  to  become  subscribers,  the  testimony  becomes 
equally  inadmissible.  For  as  the  prior  subscribers  are  held  bound 
to  their  subscription,  and  to  carry  out  to  the  letter,  every  induce- 
ment they  have  held  forth,  no  fraud  has  been  practiced  upon 
them  to  make  their  subscriptions.  And  they  have  no  reason  to 
complain,  for  they  see  fulfilled  and  answered,  every  inducement 
that  was  held  out  to  operate  upon  them.  The  case  is  made  to  stand, 
in  that  respect,  in  the  same  situation  in  which  they  were  induced 
to  believe  it  stood,  when  they  subscribed  for  the  stock.  In  the 
case  of  Blodgett  v.  Morrill  it  was  also  very  properly  said,  ^'  that  if 
such  prior  agreements  were  binding  and  had  been  acted  upon  and 
the  subscriptions  discharged,  yet  it  would  not  be  such  a  fraud  as 
would  relieve  the  defendant,  as  each  subscription  is  an  independ- 
ent contract ;  and  one,  having  no  legal  right  to  depend  upon  an- 
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other."  While  the  common  law  gives  to  all,  relief  against  firand, 
it  at  the  same  time  requires  of  the  other  party  the  exercise  of  all 
reasonable  care  and  prudence  in  observing  the  ordinary  and  access- 
ible means  of  information,  and  he  has  no  reason  to  complain  of 
imposition  or  surprise,  where  he  has  been  wanting  in  that  care 
and  attention  to  all  those  particulars  which  are  within  his  reach 
and  observation,  and  by  which  that  imposition  might  have  been 
avoided.  Omrad  v.  Huihy  14  Mees.  &  Wels.  B.  651  and  note  to 
American  cases.  2  Kent's  Com.  622  last  edition.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  the  case  does  not  state,  nor  was  there  an  attempt  to 
prove  in  the  case,  any  false  representations  or  statements  made  to 
the  defendant  at  the  time  his  subscription  was  made.  He  was  uoi^ 
therefore,  induced  to  make  the  same,  by  any  consideratioiis  of  that 
character.  And  the  private  agreement  with  former  sabecrib- 
ers,  even  if  acted  upon,  would  not  be  a  fraud  that  would  release 
the  defendant,  as  there  is  wanting,  not  only  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary observation  and  care,  in  obtaining  that  information  and  knowl- 
edge, but  on  the  more  definite  ground  that  the  defendants  sub- 
scription was  an  independent  contract,  in  no  way  connected  with 
the  others,  and  from  which  no  matter  could  arise  creating  an  in- 
ducement operating  upon  the  defendant,  which  in  law  will  enable 
him  to  avoid  his  subscription.  He  has  no  more  reason  to  com- 
plain, than  any  purchaser  of  property  can  make  complaint  becanse 
similar  commodities  were  sold  to  others,  under  different  arrai^^e- 
ments  from  that  made  with  him.  On  the  ground  of  frand,  there- 
fore, the  court  properly  ruled  the  testimony  inadmissible ;  and  in- 
dependent of  fraud,  the  testimony  was  inadmissible  as  contradict- 
ing and  altering  the  terms  of  a  written  agreement. 

There  is  no  want  of  mutuality  to  render  this  contract  landing. 
The  provision  in  the  contract,  that  until  the  organization  of  the 
company,  the  subscription  was  subject  to  the  acceptance  or  rejec- 
tion of  the  commissioners,  does  not  affect  the  defendant's  obliga- 
tion. It  does  not  appear  that  it  was  ever  rejected  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  when  the  company  became  organized,  and  no  act  was 
done  disaffirming  the  subscription,  it  became  binding  on  them,  and 
entitled  the  defendant  to  the  stock,  and  the  corporation  to  the  as- 
sessments.   2  Kent's  Com.  465  note.     2  Hamp.  B.  19. 

It  is  further  insisted,  that  the  defendant  is  discharged  from  his 
subscription,  as  it  was  made  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1845, 
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aod  that  bj  the  proTisions  of  that  act  a  fundamental  change  has 
been  made  in  the  charter,  to  which  he  has  never  assented.  The 
oii^al  charter,  granted  in  1835,  was  passed  with  a  capital  of  two 
millions,  with  liberty  to  increase  that  amount  to  three  millions, 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  Railroad  along  the  valleys  of  the 
Connecticut  and  Passumpsic  Rivers,  from  the  southern  to  the 
northern  boundaries  of  the  State.  The  act  of  1845,  effected  a 
change  in  the  charter  of  the  corporation,  as  it  existed  under  the 
acts  of  1835  and  1843,  by  altering  the  southern  terminus  of  the 
road,  and  limiting  it  at  or  near  the  mouth  of  White  River,  instead 
of  the  southern  boundary  of  the  State,  and  authorizing  an  organi- 
smtion  of  the  company  ^  as  soon  as  five  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  have  been  subscribed  to  the  capital  stock." 

As  a  great  portion  of  the  road  to  be  constructed  under  their 
original  charter  was  surrendered,  and  the  necessity  of  that  amount 
of  capital  obviated,  the  first  alteration  very  properly  gave  rise  to 
the  last  The  subscription  was  signed  or  changed  from  one  to 
two  shares,  but  a  few  weeks  before  the  session  of  the  legislature, 
mi  which  the  alteration  was  made.  And  it  is  evident,  by  looking 
at  the  subscription,  and  the  conditions  therein  expressed,  that  the 
change  was  sought  for,  as  beneficial  to  the  corporation,  and  that 
the  subscription  was  made  with  a  view  to  that  alteration  in  tiie 
diarter.  It  was  not  to  be  binding  unless  the  assessments  were  ap- 
propriated for  the  construction  of  that  portion  of  the  road  lying 
between  Derby  line  and  the  mouth  of  White  River.  The  assent, 
and  even  requirement  of  these  subscribers  to  these  alterations,  is 
to  be  inferred  therefrom,  and  it  is  not  for  them  to  object  to  such 
alterations  as  were  necessary  to  effect  their  common  object,  and 
which  permit  the  application  of  the  money  to  the  purpose,  and  for 
the  object  for  which  it  was  specifically  subscribed. 

Under  this  view  of  the  act  of  1845,  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
ezfiress  any  opinion  upon  the  question  whether  any  or  what  sub- 
sequent change  in  a  charter  will  have  the  effect  to  discharge  sub- 
seiiberB  to  the  stock,  from  the  payment  of  their  assessments.  The 
cases  in  Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire  are  in  conflict  with 
the  cases  of  the  London  and  Brighton  R,  Co.  v.  Wilson  and  the 
tame  Y.Fanclotigh,  87  Com.  Law  R.  317,  and  the  question  is  of  too 
much  importance  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  case  where  its  investiga- 
tion and  decision  is  not  necessarily  required. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  afiirmed. 
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Oramel  D.  Mathews  r.  The  Winooski  Turnpikb  Ck). 

Liability  of  Turnpike  CompanieSy  S^c. 

Where  the  Railroad  Company  took  a  portion  of  the  old  road  and  made  a  snlwtitatt, 
as  their  charter  provides,  it  was  heU,  that  was  sufficient  to  JuBtiiy  the  Tmnpike 
Company  in  nsing  it  as  a  portion  of  their  road,  and  that  tfadr  eonliiiiiiQg  to 
use  it,  as  a  portion  of  their  road,  keeping  their  gates  closed  and  taking  teD,  nd 
actually  repairing  this  portion  of  the  road,  was  sufiGicient  to  establish  it  at  a  por- 
tion of  the  Turnpike  Company's  road,  which  they  were  bound  to  keep  in  a  state 
of  ordinary  safety  for  the  use  of  travelers,  day  and  night,  so  far  at  this  oottU  be 
done  by  ordinary  diligence. 

The  same  diligence  is  required  of  Turnpike  Companies,  which  is  demanded  of 
towns,  to  insure  safety  to  travelers  upon  the  highways^  and  they,  at  weO  n 
towns,  are  primarily  liable  to  the  traveler. 


APBIL  TERM,  1852.  481 

Mathews  o.  Winooski  Turnpike  Co. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  in  which  the  plaintiff  claimed 
to  recover  damages,  for  an  injurj,  alledged  to  have  been  occasioned 
by  reason  of  the  defects  and  insufficiency  of  the  defendants  turn- 
pike.    Plea,  general  issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  trial,  the  act  incorporating  the  defendants,  and  the  organiza- 
tion of  said  company  under  the  same,  were  proved.  The  plaintiff 
offered  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  on  the  night  of  the  15tb 
day  of  August,  A.  D.  1849,  he  was  driving  a  horse  harnessed  to 
a  wagon  in  which  he  was  riding,  on  the  defendants  turnpike,  lead- 
ing from  Montpelier  village,  through  Middlesex,  to  Waterbury, 
and  that  in  the  town  of  Middlesex  an  excavation  had  been  re- 
cently made,  cutting  off  the  traveled  path,  and  leaving  an  offset  of 
some  two  or  three  feet  in  depth,  across  the  traveled  part  of  the 
road ;  that  the  night  being  dark,  the  plaintiff  drove  off  this  em- 
bankment, or  cut,  and  was  thrown  out  of  his  wagon,  and  that  his 
ahoulder  was  thereby  injured ;  that  there  was  no  guard  or  muni- 
ment whatever,  to  prevent  travelers  from  driving  into  the  cut 
across  the  traveled  path,  and  that  the  road  at  this  place  was  there- 
by rendered  wholly  unsafe  and  dangerous. 

The  defendants  offered  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  the 
road,  at  the  place  of  the  accident,  was  not  the  original  location  of 
their  turnpike  road,  but  that  some  one  or  two  years  before  this 
time,  the  Vermont  Central  Railroad  Company  had  located  their 
railroad  over  or  near  the  line  of  defendants  road,  and  h;>ii  begun 
the  construction  of  their  Railroad ;  that  said  Railroad  C/>inpany  had 
changed  the  defendants  road  at  this  point,  for  convenience  of  travel, 
by  building  a  by-way,  for  several  rods,  parallel  to  defendants  old 
road,  and  diverging  from  it,  from  two  to  four  rods ;  that  the  acci- 
dent happened  on  the  portion  of  the  road  thus  laid  out  and  made 
hj  the  Vermont  Central  Railroad  Company. 

The  defendants  also  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the 
defect  in  the  road,  which  caused  the  injury,  was  wholly  occasioned 
by  the  act  of  the  said  Railroad  Company,  in  excavating  the  portion 
of  road,  as  before  described,  for  the  construction  of  their  Railroad, 
and  that  said  excavation  was  made  for  the  track  of  said  Railroad. 

It  further  appeared,  that  there  was,  at  the  time,  no  other  pass 
lor  teams,  except  over  the  portion  of  road  in  question ;  and  the 
plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  defendants,  ever  after 
8iud  piece  of  road  was  so  built  by  said  Railroad  Company,  had 
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occasionally  repaired  the  same ;  that  the  same  had  been  constantly 
used  and  occupied,  as  a  part  of  the  turnpike,  and  toDs  received 
over  the  whole  road.  It  did  not  appear  that  defendants,  or  their 
agents,  had  any  knowledge  of  the  ei:caYation8,  previoos  to  the 
time  of  the  accident,  but  it  did  appear,  that  the  excavation  in  the 
road  was  made  one  or  two  days  before  the  acddent,  and  thai  the 
Railroad  Company  were  engaged  in  constructing  their  road  ai  this 
point,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  but  had  left  work  for  tiie  day. 

The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jniy,  that  if 
the  portion  of  road  on  which  the  injury  happened,  was  wUboot  the 
limits  of  the  defendants'  survey,  and  was  built  by  the  said  fiail- 
road  Co.  without  the  authority  or  assent  of  the  defendants^  then 
the  defendants  were  not  liable  for  said  injury. 

Defendants  also  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  faaejj  thai  if 
the  alteration  aforesaid,  and  the  excavation,  were  made  by 
Railroad  Company,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  given  to  said 
pany  by  its  charter,  then  the  defendants  were  relieved  of  all 
sponsibility  for  the  injury  complained  of. 

The  court  declined  to  charge  as  requested,  but  did  ehargo  the 
jury,  (among  other  things  not  excepted  to,)  that  if  the  road,  when 
the  injury  was  received,  though  made  by  the  Railroad  Ocwnpsny» 
had  been  adopted  by  the  Turnpike  Company,  as  part  of  tiieir  tsni- 
pike  road,  and  they  had  made  repairs  upon  the  same,  and  had 
allowed  the  same  to  be  traveled  as  part  of  their  turnpike,  and  had 
taken  tolls  over  the  same,  it  had  become  as  between  them  and 
travelers  upon  it,  a  part  of  their  road,  and  they  would  be  liable 
for  damages  occasioned  by  defects  in  that  part  of  the  nMid»  to  the 
same  extent  as  in  any  other  part  of  their  road.  That,  athooi^  the 
Railroad  Company  had  the  right  to  make  the  excavation  aeraas  the 
turnpike,  this  would  not  relieve  the  defendants  from  their  obliga- 
tion to  provide  a  place  for  travel,  and  if  their  road  ai  thb  point 
had  become  impassible,  or  dangerous,  in  consequence  of  the  exca- 
vation, by  the  Railroad  Company,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants to  take  proper  and  reasonable  means,  to  prevent  traveleit 
from  falling  into  danger,  or  receiving  damage  thereby;  thai  if  the 
jury  found  they  had  neglected  their  duty  in  this  respeet,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  thereby  suffered  damage,  Uie  defendants  oug^  to  be 
held  liable  therefor. 

November  term,  A.  D.  1851,  of  the  county  eourt^-*  PoLXim,  J*, 
presiding,  the  juiy  returned  a  verdict  for  plaintiffl    Exceptions  by 


APRIL  TEBM,  1852.  483 

Mathewi  «.  Winooeki  Tunipike  Co. 

defendants  to  the  charge  of  the  court  in  the  particulars  above 
stated. 

Peek  4r  CoOty  for  defendants. 

1.  It  was  dearly  error,  in  the  county  court,  to  hold  the  defend- 
ants liable  for  not  repairing,  or  providing  against  a  defect  or  ob- 
struction, of  which  they  had  no  notice. 

2.  It  was  a  question  for  the  court  to  decide^  whether  the  hy^road 
was  adopted  by  the  defendants.    Modgttt  v.  Royakon^  14  Vt  289. 

The  facts  submitted  did  not  constitute  an  adoption;  defendants 
had  no  anthority  to  use  the  land  taken  for  the  hy^roady  until  loca- 
ted, in  pursuance  of  their  charter  and  amended  charter.  Acts 
of  1805  and  1832. 

3.  Defendants  are  excused  from  all  fault  in  maMng  the  exeava- 
tianj  as  that  was  done  by  force  of  the  Railroad  charter,  and  the  de- 
ftadants  could  only  be  held  to  restore  in  a  reaeonaUe  time. 

F*  F.  MerriU  and  •/.  A,  Vail  for  plaintiff. 

The  charge  of  the  court  is  sustained  by  the  case  of  WtUard  v. 
SewhuTy^  22  Yt  458.  It  was  the  duty  of  defendants  to  provide  a 
suitable  by-way,  and  use  all  proper  and  reasonable  precautions  to 
prereDt  travelers  from  passing  upon  the  road  while  unsafe.  The 
defendants  are  equally  liable  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  by-way, 
as  the  original  road,  for  they  had  adopted  it  It  matters  not 
whether  we  call  this  piece  of  road  a  part  of  their  turnpike,  be- 
cause adopted  by  them,  or  a  temporary  by-way,  adopted  by  them; 
in  either  case  their  obligation  was  the  same. 

Even  if  we  grant,  for  the  argument,  that  towns  may  not  adopt 
a  road,  still,  the  reason  of  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  private  cor- 
poratioos ;  they,  like  individuals,  can  bind  themselves  by  an  act  of 
adc^on.  But  even  towns  may  adopt  a  by-way,  where  it  is  incum^ 
bent  on  them  to  make  one,  as  in  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar. 

However  this  may  be,  there  is  no  question  but  the  ii^ury  in  the 
case  at  bar,  arose  frmn  the  insufficiency  of  the  road  of  the  de- 
fendants. 

Bt  the  Court.  As  to  this  road,  made  by  the  Railroad  Com- 
pany, as  a  substitute  for  the  road  which  they  had  taken,  it  seems 
to  us,  that  their  own  charter  provides  the  mode  for  this,  and  that 
they  would  not  be  required  to  resort  to  the  process  pointed  out  in 
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the  act  of  1835,  when  the  Turnpike  Company  found  it  desirable  to 
change  the  locality  of  their  road. 

And  if  the  Railroad  Company  took  the  old  road,  and  made  a  sub- 
stitute, as  their  charter  provides,  that  was  sufficient  to  justify  the 
Turnpike  Company  in  using  it  as  a  part  of  their  road,  and  that 
their  continuing  to  use  it,  as  a  portion  of  their  road,  keeping  their 
gates  closed,  and  taking  toll,  and  actually  repairing  this  portioo  of 
the  road,  was  sufficient  to  establish  it  as  a  portion  of  defendants 
road,  which  they  were  bound  to  keep  in  a  state  of  ordinary  safetyi 
for  the  use  of  travelers,  day  and  night,  so  far  as  this  oonld  be 
done  by  ordinary  diligence.  And  the  jury,  under  the  chaige  of 
the  court,  in  its  ordinary  acceptation,  must  be  regarded  as  having 
found  this,  for  the  form  of  the  charge  is  in  the  conjunctive. 

The  requests  of  the  defendants,  in  regard  to  the  chaxge  of  the 
court,  seem  to  place  the  defense  upon  this  ground,  and  alMS  that 
the  Railroad  Company  alone  are  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  coo^ 
sequences  of  any  act  done  by  them,  and  which  they  had  a  ri^ 
to  do.  But,  so  far  as  towns  are  concerned,  this  point  seems  to  be 
determined,  by  the  case  of  WiUard  v.  Newhury^  22  Vt.  458.  And 
we  see  no  reason  why  the  same  diligence  should  not  be  reqoired 
of  Turnpike  Companies,  which  is  demanded  of  towns,  to  insure 
safety  to  travelers  upon  the  highways,  and  as  was  held  in  the  last 
county,  if  the  fauk  is  really  that  of  the  Railroad  Company,  they 
may  be  liable  to  the  town,  or  Turnpike  Company  ultimately,  for 
the  loss. 

The  point  now  urged,  that  this  defect  might  not  have  come  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  Turnpike  Company,  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  distinctly  made,  in  the  court  below.  And  although  the  court 
might  have  been  required  to  give  general  instructions,  i^pUcable 
to  all  the  testimony  in  the  case,  yet  they  would  hardly  be  expected 
to  give  specific  instructions,  as  to  any  particular  point  of  defect,  in 
the  testimony  in  the  case,  unless  specifically  requested  so  to  do. 
And  the  existence  of  such  a  defect  in  a  road  of  this  character, 
could  scarcely  have  existed  for  two  days,  without  coming  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendants. 

The  case  Baity  v.  Duxhuryj  reported  in  the  present  volume,  on 
page  155,  and  decided  at  the  last  circuit  term  in  the  first  circuit, 
seems  to  us  to  have  placed  this  case  beyond  all  question.  It  was 
as  nearly  the  same  case  as  it  is  possible  to  conceive,  at  least,  in 
principle.    Judgment  affirmed. 
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Illegal  Contracts,     Offset. 

If  a  person  sell  spiritaous  liquors  in  this  state,  without  a  license,  and  in  direct  vio- 
lation of  the  positiye  provisions  of  the  statute,  such  sale  is  illegal ,  and  he  can 
sustain  no  action  therefor. 

The  illegality  of  such  a  sale,  will  equally  prevent  a  recovery  thereon,  when  plead 
inofl^;  a  court  of  justice  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  payment,  for  such 
illegal  sale,  in  any  form  in  which  the  parties  may  present  it;  nor  will  they,  on 
the  other  hand,  relieve  from  payment,  when  it  has  heen  made. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  the  facts 
substantially  as  follows : — 

Items  14  and  41,  in  the  defendant's  account,  amounting  to  fifty 
dollars,  are  for  spirituous  liquors,  sold  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  within  this  state,  in  1847,  and  the  defendant  had  no  license 
to  sell  the  same  ;  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  the  auditor  disallowed 
the  said  items. 

The  county  court  accepted  the  report  of  the  auditor,  disallowing 
said  items  14  and  41.    To  which  the  defendant  excepted. 


for  defendant. 


F.  F.  MerrtU  for  plaintiff. 

The  two  items  for  liquor  were  properly  disallowed  by  the  audi- 
tor.    Bancroft  ^  jRtker  v.  Dumasy  21  Vt  456. 

The  parties  come  into  court  without  having  made  any  applica- 
tion, and  the  law  will  make  such  application  as  is  just  and  legal. 
But  in  this  case,  the  whole  charge  is  illegal,  and  the  court  will  not 
mil  their  hands  by  taking  it  up  and  making  any  application ;  with- 
out the  aid  of  the  court  the  claim  cannot  be  allowed,  and  of  course 
the  court  will  give  no  aid.     This  decides  the  whole  question. 

By  the  Coukt.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  in  this 
case,  must  be  affirmed.  The  questions  arise  upon  the  disallow- 
ance, by  the  auditor,  of  two  items  in  the  defendant's  account, 
being  n\)mbers  14  and  41,  as  designated  by  the  auditor,  which 
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were  for  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in  this  state,  bj  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff.  The  auditor  has  found  that  the  defendant  had 
no  license  authorising  him  to  make  such  sales,  and  for  tliat  reason 
the  items  were  properlj  disallowed.  The  sale  was  iU^al,  being 
in  direct  violation  of  a  positive  provision  of  oar  atatate,  and 
for  which  no  action  can  be  sustained.  This  was  so  directlj 
held  in  Bancroft  v.  Jhmas,  21  Yt  456,  and  indeed,  the  prindples 
of  that  case,  seem  to  dispose  of  all  the  questions  arising  in  this. 
For  if  its  illegality  will  prevent  an  action  from  being  snslahied  to 
recover  it,  it  will  equally  prevent  a  recovery  thereon,  when  plead 
in  offset  A  court  of  justice  will  not  lend  its  aid  la  mSomb  its 
payment  in  any  form,  in  which  the  parties  may  present  h.  If  the 
parties  had  agreed  that  these  respective  accounts  should  be  appfied 
in  payment  of  each  other,  and  the  appUeaUon  had  issit  modi  ijf 
themy  so  that  the  items  ofchargedid  not  exist  asasMhsisti'mgarw^ 
satisjied  daimy  and  this  had  been  so  stated  and  foimd  bj  the 
auditor,  this  court  would  not  interfere  with  that  anrangemeDi  and 
payment.  1  C.  M.  &  B.  718,  Owens  v.  DenUm.  For  .wliilil 
they  will  not  enforce  such  a  daim,  they  will  not,  on  the  other 
hand,  relieve  from  such  payment,  where  it  has  been  made. 

The  difficulty  in  this  case,  is,  that  no  such  appUeaium  hn 
been  made  by  the  parties,  neither  has  the  auditor  foond  as  a 
fact  in  the  case,  that  such  an  agreement  was  made  by  them* 
And  those  items  of  charge  are  now  presented  as  subsisting  daims 
in  offset  to  the  plaintiff's  account,  and  the  court  are  requested  to 
make  the  application.  But  the  court  will  not  apply  one  daim  in 
offset  to  another,  but  such  as  are  legal,  and  which  can  be  kgaDy 
enforced  by  action.  The  result  would  be  the  same,  if  the  anditor 
had  found  an  express  agreement  of  the  parties  to  that  effect,  for 
the  agreement  to  pay  for  the  liquors  when  made  at  the  time  of 
sale,  is  as  void  as  the  sale.  No  court  will  enforce  sudi  agreement 
The  parties  must  carry  it  into  effect  themselves,  and  make  the  ap- 
plication, or  it  cannot  be  done  at  aU.  It  is  furUier  to  be  observed, 
that  the  auditor  has  found  no  agreement  to  that  eflfect,  much  less 
the  application.  An  expectation  that  such  an  application  was  to 
be  made,  is  not  an  agreement,  particularly,  when  the  auditor  finds 
that  no  particular  agreement,  or  conversation,  was  had  about  it 
between  them.    The  charges  were  properly  disallowed. 
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ItaUrocid  JFences.  Degrees  of  NegUgence,  Negligence  of  Plains 
tiff  which  wiU  defeat  Action.  Bight  to  aUaw  Horget  in  High' 
wag.     Charge  to  Jury. 

ft  if  the  duty,  by  law,  of  the  Vermont  Central  Bailroad  Company,  to  erect  and 
mahitafn  inch  fences,  and  cattle  guards,  upon  their  road,  as  will  preyent  horsea 
and  other  animals,  from  passing  them, — as  held  in  QuMy  v.  Vermont  Central 
RaOroad  Om^Mmg,  (28  Vt  898.) 

The  degree  of  negligence,  of  which  the  corporation  will  be  held  guilty,  in  the 
mmsiion  to  discharge  this  doty,  will  depend  npon  the  locality  of  their  road,  and 
of  the  particular  place,  in  respect  to  which  the  omission  occurs.  The  omission 
to  eraet  and  maintain  such  fences  and  cattle  guards  for  a  considerable  distance, 
at  a  place  so  pubHc  and  common,  as,  that  it  may  reasonably  be  expected  that 
cattle  and  hcMrses  wHl  stray  upon  the  railroad  track,  is,  in  law,  such  a  neglect  of 
dntj  at  will  render  the  ccaporation  liable  for  iignries  arising  solely  from  that 


But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  cattle  and  horses,  knowing  the  exposed  situation 
<if  die  railroad  track,  to  exercise  as  much  care  and  prudence  in  keeping  his  prop- 
erty (ram  exposure  to  injuries  therefrom,  as  is  required  of  the  corporation  in 
guarding  agidnst  their  commission;  and  if,  in  such  case,  he  permits  his  cattle, 
or  hones,  to  run  in  the  highway,  knowing  that  there  is  no  obstruction  to  their 
pMsing  from  thence  upon  the  railroad  track,  he  is  guilty  of  the  same  degree  of 
negligence  as  that  with  which  the  corporation  are  chargeable,  in  permitting  their 
railroad  to  remain  thus  exposed. 

When  tiiere  has  been  mutual  negligence  on  the  port  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
And  the  negligence  of  each  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  no  action  can 
beauftained. 

So,  where  the  neg^gence  of  the  plaintiff  is  proximate,  and  that  of  the  defendant 
remote,  or  consisting  in  some  other  matter  than  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  the 
iiguiy,  no  action  can  be  sustained. 

But  where  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is  proxunate,  and  that  of  the  plaintiff 
ranote,  the  action  for  the  injury  can  well  be  sustained,  thouf^  the  plaintiff  wero 
not  entirely  without  fault;  so  that,  if  there  were  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  yet  if,  at  the  time  when  the  injury  was  committed,  it  mij^t  haye  been 
sToided  by  the  defendant  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  prudence,  an 
action  will  lie  for  the  h\jnry. 

If  the  plaintiff  were  guilty  of  negligence,  or  .eren  of  positive  wrong,  in  allowing 
hia  cattie,  or  horses,  to  run  in  the  highway,  from  whence,  throuj^  the  want  of  a 
fence,  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad  corporation  to  maintain,  they  stray- 
ed upon  the  railroad  track,  the  corporation  are  yet  bound  to  the  exeroise  of  rea- 
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sonable  caro  and  diligence  in  the  nse  of  their  road,  and  nuuumement  of  the 
gine  and  train,  and  if,  for  want  of  that  care,  the  injnry  arose,  they  an  liable. 


Where  it  appeared  that  the  defendants,  a  railroad  corporation,  were  gaflty  of 
ligence  in  not  erecting  and  maintaing  snitable  fences  and  cattle  guards  upon  flie 
line  of  their  road,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  permitted  his  hone  to  ran  in  tiie 
highway,  which  passed  near  such  railroad,  having  knowledge  that  there  was  no 
fence  or  cattle  guards,  which  would  prevent  the  horse  from  passing  firom  die 
highway  to  and  upon  ^e  railroad  track,  and  ^e  horse  did  stray  apon  the  track, 
and  was  killed  by  a  locomotive  engine  which  was  passing,  and  it  appeared  that 
the  defendants  were  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  the  nfBnagement  of  the  train,  or 
engine,  when  the  injury  arose, — ^it  was  heU  that  the  plaintiff  oonld  not  leexyver 
for  such  injury. 

The  question  of  negligence  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact;  lad  it  is  the  doty 
of  the  court  specifically  to  instruct  the  jury,  whether  the  facts,  wUch  the  teati 
monj*  tends  to  ^rove,  will,  if  found  by  them  to  be  true,  constitiite  fliatne|^dgence 
which  will  defeat  the  action. 

Trespass  on  the  case,  for  negligence  of  the  defendants  in  not 
maintaining  proper  fences  and  cattle  guards  upon  their  Railroad, 
whereby  the  plaintiff's  horse  came  upon  the  Railroad  track  and 
was  killed.  Plea,  the  general  issue  and  trial  bj  jury,  March  tenn, 
1852.    Poland,  J.,  presiding. 

The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the  defend- 
ants' Railroad,  for  a  distance  of  about  seventy-five  rods  against 
and  near  the  "  Falls  Village,"  in  Northfield,  was  wholly  mifenoedy 
and  that  at  several  places  within  that  distance,  there  was  do  ob- 
struction to  the  passing  of  cattle  and  horses  upon  the  Railroad 
track ;  that  there  was  a  highway  crossing  the  Railroad  within  that 
distance,  and  that  there  was  no  cattle-guard  or  obstruction  placed 
there,  to  prevent  animals  passing  from  the  highway  upon  the  Rail- 
road track  ;  that  there  were  usually  many  cattle  and  horses  in  the 
highway,  and  in  the  unincloscd  land  near  the  Railroad  trad^  and 
that  several  accidents  had  occurred  there ;  that  in  July,  1850, 
early  in  the  morning,  his  horse  was  seen  in  the  highway,  near  the 
Railroad  crossing  above  mentioned,  and  soon  after,  upon  the  track 
of  the  Railroad  north  of  the  crossing,  where  he  was,  when  the  de- 
fendants' engine,  with  a  train  of  cars,  came  along  upon  the  Rail- 
road, going  northerly,  and  that  the  horse  ran  upon  the  track,  be- 
fore the  engine,  until  he  was  overtaken  by  it  and  killed.  No  ev- 
idence was  introduced  to  show  nny  negligence  in  the  manner  of 
conducting  the  engine  at  the  time  the  horse  was  killed* 
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The  defendants  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the  plain- 
tiff's horse  had  been  several  times  previously  in  the  highway, 
and  that  it  was  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  if 
the  plaintiff's  horse,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  was  in  the  highway, 
with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  was 
gailty  of  negligence,  and  could  not  recover  in  this  action.  But 
the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  in  the 
highway  by  ihe  permission  of  the  plaintiff,  yet  if  the  location  of 
the  defendants  road  was  such,  that  by  reason  of  the  want  of  fences 
and  cattle  guards,  it  was  rendered  so  unsafe  and  dangerous,  as  that, 
the  want  of  such  fences  and  cattle  guards  amounted  to  gross  and 
culpable  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  thereby  the 
plaintiff's  horse  was  killed,  the  defendants  would  be  liable ;  but 
that  if  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  were  equally  negligent,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff.     Exceptions  by  defendants. 

Peek  Sf  Colby  for  defendants. 

In  this  class  of  actions,  the  principle  has  been  adhered  to  most 
rigidly,  that  if  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  contributed  to  pro* 
dace  the  injury  complained  of,  he  cannot  recover  though  the  other 
party  might  also  have  been  in  fault.  The  charge  of  the  court  be- 
low entirely  repudiates  this  doctrine.  The  jury  were  instructed 
to  give  their  verdict  against  the  party  who  was  most  in  fault. 
They  were  to  strike  a  balance  between  the  negligence  of  the  par- 
ties. This  doctrine  has  no  precedent  or  authority  for  its  support. 
The  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence  and  want  of  care  in  permit- 
ting his  horse  to  be  in  the  highway.  The  horse  was  wrongful^ 
there,  and  the  defendants  were  under  no  obligation  to  guard 
against  his  entering  upon  their  Railroad  track,  under  such  circum- 
stances, and  are  not  to  be  made  responsible  for  his  loss.  If  one 
man's  cattle  escape  from  his  enclosure  on  to  the  land  of  an  adjoin- 
ing proprietor,  he  is  not  liable  for  any  injury  they  may  do,  pro- 
vided they  escaped  through  a  defect  in  the  fence,  which  the  other 
was  bound  to  keep  in  repair,  as  it  is  the  latter's  own  fault  that  the 
injury  happened.  This  has  been  oflen  so  ruled,  and  the  principle 
applies  with  all  its  force  to  the  present  case.  The  provisions  of 
the  railway  act  of  1849,  do  not  affect  the  case,  as  this  injury 
xxiY.       .     32 
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happened  before  that  act  took  effect  The  case  of  Baxter  ▼.  7%« 
.  defendants  decided  in  Windsor  county,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
position  taken  bj  the  defendants  in  this  case.  There,  the  defend- 
ants were  held  to  be  in  fault,  by  neglecting  to  construct  a  fence 
which  they  were  bound  to  make ;  and  in  consequence  of  this  omis- 
sion of  duty,  the  plaintiff  sustained  the  injury. 

In  this  view  of  the  case,  the  defendants  were  properly  made  re- 
sponsible for  the  injury.  The  judgment  in  the  case  at  bar  eamioi 
be  sustained  without  disregarding  the  rule  which  has  heretofbrt 
prevailed  in  this  State,  and  now  prevails  in  our  sister  States* 
Perkins  v.  Hasten  and  B.  ^  M.  E.  R.  Co.^  29  Maine  307.  5 
Denio  255.  Manger  v.  Tonawanda  B.  B.  Co^  4  Comsteck's  B49# 
Stat  519  Sec  16. 

F.  V.  BandaU  and  F.  F.  MerriU  for  plaintiff. 

1.  That  the  defendants  are  bound  to  fence  their  road  genenJIy 
on  the  line  of  their  road,  is  decided  by  the  case  of  Quimhy  y.ths  VU 
Central  B.  B.  Co.  Much  more  were  they,  to  fence  at  the  place 
mentioned  in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

2.  Suffering  the  horse  to  be  in  the  highway  was  no  want  of  or« 
dinary  care,  but  on  the  contrary  is  a  very  conmion  practice.  The 
herbage  in  the  highway  is  treated  as  the  conmion  property  of  the 
community.  It  was  not  an  unlawful  act  in  the  plaintiff.  The 
town  had  never  made  any  by-laws  restraining  animals  from  run- 
ning at  large.  The  whole  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  liability,  was  to 
make  good  all  damages  done  by  the  horse,  by  trespassing  on  land 
adjoining  the  highway. 

3.  The  act  of  the  plaintiff,  in  suffering  his  horse  to  go  in  the 
highway,  was  not  an  immediate  or  proximate  cause  of  the  injuiy, 
and  he  is  not  precluded  by  this  act,  from  a  recovery.  Davis  t. 
Mann,  10  M.  &  W.  545,  decides  this  very  point  The  same  doc- 
trine was  held  by  this  court  in  Bohinson  v.  Cone,  22  Vt.  218. 
See  also  Beers  v.  Housatonic  B,  B.  Co.,  19  Conn.  566.  Lynch  r. 
Nurdin,  1  A.  &  E.  30.  Bird  v.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  628.  Biry 
V.  Gardiner,  19  Conn.  507.  Bridge  v.  Grand  Junction  BaUway^ 
3  M.  &  W.  244. 

The  jury  must  have  found  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  "rf 
gross  and  culpable  neglect,"  which  caused  the  injury.  To  exon- 
erate the  defendants,  therefore,  it  must  be  held,  that  a  trespasser 


APRIL  TERM,  1852.  491 

Trow  V.  Vt.  Central  R.  R.  Ck>. 

can  in  no  case  recover,  and  that  said  Railroad  corporation  are  sub- 
ject to  no  responsibilitj,  while  running  their  engine  and  cars  on 
their  track,  that  no  protection  can  be  given  to  man  or  beast,  while 
upon  the  track  of  the  railway,  against  the  grossest  negligence. 

To  give  impunity  and  irresponsible  license  to  such  recklessness 
would  be  monstrous  in  the  view  of  justice,  and  highly  dangerous 
and  contrary  to  public  policy. 

The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  the  charge  they  requested, 
for  such  a  charge  would  rest  on  the  ground,  that  the  bare  fact  that 
the  horse  was  in  the  highway  by  the  consent  of  the  plainti£f,  pre- 
cludes any  recovery  by  him. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  declaration  in  this  case,  in  substance  states, 
that  the  defendants  are  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  a  certain  Rail- 
road passing  through  "  Falls  Village,"  in  the  town  of  Northfield, 
and  by  the  side  of  and  across  a  public  highway,  leading  through 
that  village ;  and  that  being  such  owners  and  occupiers,  it  was 
'  their  duty  to  construct  and  maintain  fences  by  the  side  of  their 
road,  suitable  to  prevent  cattle  and  other  animals  from  passing 
upon  the  Railroad  track  ;  and  also,  for  the  same  purpose,  to  erect 
and  maintain  suitable  cattle  guards  at  all  farm  and  road  crossings. 
It  is  averred,  that  the  defendants  have  neglected  their  duty  in 
erecting  fences  by  the  side  of  their  road,  through  that  village,  and 
in  constructing  such  cattle  guards  ;  and  that  in  consequence  of  this 
neglect,  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  found  upon  the  railroad  track, 
and  was  so  injured  as  to  be  rendered  wholly  worthless,  by  being 
run  upon  by  an  engine  of  the  defendants,  while  in  the  use  of  their 
road. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  in  his  declaration, 
nor  by  evidence  on  the  trial,  attempted  to  charge  the  defendants 
with  any  neglect  or  want  of  care  in  conducting  and  managing  the 
engine,  at  the  time  the  injury  was  committed.  We  are,  therefore 
to  assume  in  this  investigation,  that  the  train  was  properly  con- 
ducted, and  that  there  was  in  this  respect,  the  exercise  of  that  rea- 
sonable care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  and  their 
agents,  which  the  law  requires,  at  the  time  the  injury  was  com- 
mitted. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  must  therefore  rest  upon 
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a  duty,  imposed  bj  law  upon  the  defendants,  to  erect  and  maintain 
sach  fences  and  cattle  guards  upon  their  road,  as  will  prevent  horses 
and  other  animals  from  passing  thereon,  and  upon  proof,  that  the 
injury  was  occasioned  bj  a  neglect  on  their  part  to  perform  that 
duty. 

That  a  duty  of  that  character  rests  upon  this  corporation,  must 
be  considered  as  settled  in  this  State,  by  a  decision  of  this  court 
in  the  case  of  Quimhy  v.  Vt.  CejU.  R.  R.  Co.,  23  Vt.  398.  The 
court  there  held,  "  that  the  expense  of  fencing  rests  primarily  upon 
the  company,"  and  consequently  can  be  taken  into  consideration 
by  the  commissioners,  in  the  assessment  of  damages ;  and  when 
this  duty  exists,  an  action  will  lie  for  any  injury  arising  solely 
from  any  neglect  therein. 

Manifestly  that  duty  becomes  more  or  less  imperative,  and  its 
performance  required  greater  or  less  sufficiency  and  care,  depend- 
ing upon  the  locality  of  the  road  and  the  place  through  which  it 
passes.  In  places  thickly  settled,  and  where  animals  for  domestic 
use  and  purposes  are  necessary,  much  greater  diligence  and  care 
is  required  of  a  Railroad  corporation,  in  the  construction  of  their 
fences  and  guards  than  would  be  required  in  places  thinly  settled 
or  remote  from  individual  habitations,  as  the  danger  of  injuries 
from  such  causes  is  proportionably  diminished.  That  would  be 
considered  gross  negligence  in  the  one  place,  which  would  not  be 
so  considered  in  the  other. 

If,  in  this  case,  the  injury  arose  solely  from  the  neglect  of  the 
defendants  to  erect  and  maintain  suitable  fences  and  guards  for 
the  protection  of  animals,  the  charge  of  the  court,  so  far  as  the 
defendants  are  concerned,  is  unobjectionable.  They  have  no  reas- 
on to  complain  of  the  degree  of  diligence  and  care  which  the  court 
required  them  to  exercise,  for  under  the  instructions  given,  they 
were  held  liable  only  in  cases  of  gross  neglect  in  making  and  main- 
taining such  erections.  If  there  were  error  in  this,  it  was  in  favor 
of  the  defendants,  and  is  that  for  which  they  have  no  cause  of  ex- 
ception. The  jury  have  found  the  defendants  guilty  of  gross  neg- 
lect in  the  performance  of  this  duty  ;  and  although  this  neglect  may 
not  be  considered  the  proximate,  but  the  remote  cause  of  the  in- 
jury, their  liability  is  a  necessary  consequence,  unless  there  are 
some  other  facts  existing  in  the  case,  otherwise  affecting  it 

The  duty  of  maintaining  fences  and  erecting  cattle  guards,  for 
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gQch  purposes,  is  imposed  upon  the  corporation,  not  only  as  a  mat- 
ter of  safety  in  the  use  of  their  road,  and  running  their  engines 
thereon,  but  also  as  a  matter  of  security  to  the  property  of  those 
living  near  and  contiguous  to  the  road.  And  this  arises  from  the 
consideration,  that  they  must  know  and  reasonably  expect,  that 
without  such  precautions,  such  injuries  will  naturally  and  frequent- 
ly arise.  And  when,  for  the  distance  mentioned  in  this  case,  no 
precautions  of  that  kind  were  used  upon  this  road,  and  in  a  place 
80  public  and  common,  we  think,  as  a  matter  of  law,  there  was 
that  neglect  which  will  render  the  corporation  liable  for  injuries 
arising  solely  from  that  cause. 

The  important  question  presented  in  this  case,  arises  upon  the 
evidence  introduced  by  the  defendants,  and  the  charge  of  the  court 
thereon.  The  defendants  introduced  evidence,  showing  that  the 
plaintiff's  horse  had  been  several  times  before  in  the  highway,  and 
with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  plaintiff.  And  the  court 
were  requested  to  charge  the  jury,  "  That  if  the  plaintiff's  horse, 
at  the  time  of  the  injury,  was  in  the  highway  with  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  he  could  not  recover." 

As  there  was  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to  prove  that  fact, 
and  from  which  the  jury  could  properly  have  made  such  inference, 
the  defendants  had  a  right  to  insist  upon  a  charge  of  the  court, 
agreeable  to  the  request ;  and  the  neglect  of  the  court  so  to  charge 
the  jury,  gives  to  the  defendants  the  benefit  of  that  fact,  in  this 
examination  of  the  case,  to  the  same  extent  as  if  found  by  the 
verdict  of  the  jury.  So  that  the  investigation  of  this  case  leads 
to  the  inquiry,  what  effect  is  had  upon  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ants, by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  permitted  to  run 
and  remain  upon  the  public  highway,  in  a  manner  to  be  exposed 
to  the  dangers  and  injuries  arising  from  the  defendants'  use  of  the 
road? 

It  is  very  evident,  that  if  the  defendants  are  chargeable  with 
gross,  or  any  other  degree  of  neglect,  from  their  want  of  proper 
care  in  making  and  constructing  their  fences  and  cattle  guards, 
arising  from  the  consideration  that  they  must  have  known  and  ex- 
pected such  casualties  and  injuries  would  arise,  the  plaintiff  is 
chargeable  at  least  with  the  same  degree  of  neglect,  in  permitting 
his  horse  to  run  upon  the  highway,  knowing  of  his  exposure  and 
liability  to  injuries  of  this  character ;  and  it  is  as  reasonable  to 
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charge  the  plaintiff  with  the  knowledge  and  expectation  that  sudi 
injuries  would  arise,  as  the  defendants,  and  also  to  require  of  the 
plaintiff  the  exercise  of  as  much  care  and  prudence  in  keeping  his 
property  from  such  exposure  to  such  injuries,  as  is  required  of 
the  corporation,  in  guarding  against  their  commission.  From  the 
facts,  therefore,  in  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was  as  much  in  fault  and 
as  equally  chargeable  with  neglect,  as  the  defendants ;  and  in  each 
case,  their  negligence  was  the  remote  cause  of  the  injaiy,  and 
equally  contributed  to  that  result. 

This  is  as  favorable  a  view  of  the  case  as  can  be  taken  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  for  in  reality,  the  difficulty  in  the  case,  on  his 
part,  is  increased  from  the  consideration,  that  his  horse  was  upon 
the  highway  without  right.  Chancellor  Kent,  3  Kent's,  536,  says, 
^  That  the  public  have  no  rights  in  a  public  highway,  but  a  ri^t 
of  way  or  passage ;  and  if  cattle  are  placed  in  a  public  highway, 
for  the  purpose  of  grazing,  and  escape  into  an  adjoining  dose,  the 
owner  of  the  cattle  cannot  avail  himself  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
fences,  in  excuse  of  the  trespass."  And  this  provision  is  enforced 
by  statute  in  this  State,  Comp.  St  519  §  16.  In  England,  the  so 
placing  cattle  for  grazing  would  be  a  trespass,  and  an  action  of 
trespass  would  be  sustained  by  the  adjoining  proprietors.  Lade 
V.  Shepherd,  2  Str.  1004.  Stevens  v.  Whistler,  11  East.  51,  and 
such  have  been  the  decisions,  in  repeated  instances,  in  this  coun- 
try. 16  Mass.  33.  1  Conn.  103.  1  N.  H.  16.  1  Cow,  238. 
7  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  R.  298.     2  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  176,  184. 

This  leads  our  investigation  to  the  question,  whether  an  action 
can  be  sustained,  when  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant has  mutually  co-operated  in  producing  the  injury,  for 
which  their  action  is  brought.  On  this  question,  the  following 
rules  will  be  found  established  by  the  authorities.  When  there 
has  been  mutual  negligence,  and  the  negligence  of  each  party  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  no  action  whatever  can  be  sus- 
tained. In  the  use  of  the  words  '^proximate  cause,**  is  meant 
negligence  occurring  at  the  time  the  injury  happened.  In  such 
case  no  action  can  be  sustained  by  either,  for  the  reason,  "  that  ts 
there  can  be  no  apportionment  of  damages,  there  can  be  no  recov- 
ery." So,  where  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  is  proximate,  aod 
that  of  the  defendant  remote,  or  consisting  in  some  other  matter 
than  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  in  such  case  no  ao- 
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tion  can  be  sustained,  for  the  reason  that  the  immediate  cause  was 
the  act  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  Under  this  rule  falls  that  class  of 
cases,  where  the  injury  arose  from  the  want  of  ordinary  or  proper 
care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  its  commission. 
These  principles  are  sustained  by  JSiU  v.  Warreny  2  Stark.  R.  377. 
7  Met.  274.  12  Met.  415.  5  HiU  ?82.  6  HiU  592.  Wiaiams 
V.  ffoUand,  6  C.  &  P.  23.  On  the  other  hand,  when  the  negli- 
gences of  the  defendants  is  proximate,  and  that  of  the  plaintiff  re- 
mote, the  action  can  then  well  be  sustained,  although  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entirely  without  fault.  This  seems  to  be  now  settled  in 
England  and  in  this  country.  Therefore,  if  there  be  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  yet  if,  at  the  time  when  the  injury  was 
committed,  it  might  have  been  avoided  by  the  defendant,  in  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  prudence,  an  action  will  lie  for  the 
injury.  So  in  this  case,  if  the  plaintiff  were  guilty  of  negligence, 
or  even  of  positive  wrong,  in  placing  his  horse  in  the  road,  the 
defendants  were  bound  to  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  dil- 
igence in  the  use  of  their  road  and  management  of  the  engine  and 
train,  and  if  for  want  of  that  care  the  injury  arose,  they  are  liable. 
Such  was  the  case  of  Dams  v.  Mann,  10  M.  &  W.  548  where 
one  unlawfully  left  his  fettered  donkey  in  the  highway,  and  it  was 
killed,  by  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of  the  defendant  in  the 
management  of  his  horses  and  wagon.  Lord  Abinger  '^  held,  that 
he  might  recover,  though  the  animal  was  improperly  there."  Li 
that  case  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  a  wrong  in  putting  his  donkey 
in  the  highway,  and  of  negligence  in  permitting  him  to  remain 
there ;  but  it  would  probably  be  considered  remote,  as  the  injury 
arose  more  directly  from  another  cause.  But  the  neglect  of  the 
defendant  was  proximate,  as  it  occurred  when  the  injury  was  com- 
mitted, and  as  it  might  have  been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  reas- 
onable care  and  prudence,  he  was  held  liable.  In  the  case  of 
The  Mayor  of  Colchester  v.  Brooke,  53  E.  C.  L.  376.  1  Smith's 
Bead.  Gas.  312,  it  was  held,  that  a  person  was  not  justified  in  run- 
ning his  vessel  upon  a  bed  of  oysters,  improperly  placed  in  the 
channel  of  a  navigable  river,  and  which  created  a  public  nuisance. 
The  wrong  and  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  in  placing  and  permit- 
ting that  deposit  to  remain  in  that  situation,  did  not  justify  the  in- 
jury conmiitted  by  the  defendant,  when  it  could  have  been  avoid- 
ed by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  and  care.    And  this 


496  WASHINGTON   COUNTY. 

Trow  V.  Vt  Central  B.  B.  Co. 

rule  is  sustained  in  the  following  cases.  DimU  v.  PeUe^j  69  £. 
C.  L.  282.  1  Man.  &  Gr.  568.  4  Bing.  628.  1  Ad.  &  EL,  N. 
S.  30.  3  M.  &  W.  244.  11  East.  60.  1  Scott  N.  C.  892.  9 
C.  &  P.  613. 

Tlicse  principles  have  an  important  application  to  the  case  under 
consideration.  The  negligence,  which  caused  the  injury  in  this 
case,  cannot  strictly  be  said  to  be  proximate  in  either  of  the  parties, 
but  is  remote,  in  both  cases.  It  was  remote  on  the  part  of  the 
corporation  ;  for  it  is  found  in  the  case,  that  there  was  no  n^igence 
on  their  part  in  the  management  of  the  train,  or  engine,  when  the 
injury  arose,  but  the  neglect  existed  in  not  having  prevumsly  made 
their  fences  and  cattle  guards.  It  was  also  remote  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  permitting  his  horse  to  remain  in  the  highway,  ex- 
posed to  such  injury,  after  it  first  came  to  his  knowledge.  The 
injury  arose  from  the  combined  result  of  both  causes.  If  either 
of  the  parties  had  done  their  duty,  and  conformed  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  law,  the  injury  would  not  have  been  sustained.  In 
such  case,  no  action  can  be  sustained  by  either  of  the  parties,  no 
more  than  in  the  case,  where  their  mutual  negligence  is  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury ;  for  the  same  reason  exists  in  the  one 
case,  that  exists  in  the  other.  From  the  nature  of  the  case,  there 
can  be  no  apportionment  of  damages,  and  no  rule  can  be  laid  hold 
of,  that  settles  what  one  shall  pay  more  than  the  other.  The  rule 
is  generally  giv6n  in  the  authorities,  that  in  cases  of  mutual  neglect, 
where  it  is  of  the  same  character  and  degree,  no  acti<Hi  can  be 
sustained.  This  principle  has  uniformly  been  sustained  in  this 
state,  for  injuries  arising  from  negligence  on  the  highways.  Noyet 
V.  Morristown,  1  Vt.  353.  Briggs  v.  Guilford,  8  Vt  264.  Men 
V.  Hancock,  1 6  Y t  230.  And  that  the  rule  is  the  same  in  relation 
to  the  use  of  Railroads,  as  to  highways,  has  been  directly  held  in 
Beers  v.  The  ffousatonic  Railroad  Co,,  19  Conn.  567. 

Upon  the  facts  in  this  case,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  *^  That, 
"if  the  plaintifl's  horse  was  in  the  highway  by  the  permission *of 
"the  plaintiff,  yet  if  the  location  of  the  defendants'  road  was 
"  such,  that  by  reason  of  the  want  of  fences  and  cattle  guards,  it 
"  was  rendered  so  unsafe  and  dangerous,  as  that  the  want  of  such 
"  fences  and  cattle  guards,  amounted  to  gross  and  culpable  neglect 
"  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  thereby  the  plaintiflTs  horse 
"was  killed,  the  defendants  would  be  liable;  but  that  if  the  plain- 
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"  tiff  and  defendants  were  equally  negligent,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
"recover."  The  difficulty,  under  this  charge,  arises  from  the 
want  of  more  specific  instructions  as  to  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  what  would  constitute  such  negligence.  Simply  to 
say,  that  if  both  the  parties  are  equally  negligent,  the  action  cannot 
be  sustained,  leaves  the  whole  subject  of  investigation  too  indefinite 
and  general.  The  question  of  negligence  is  a  mixed  question  of 
law  and  fact,  upon  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  specifically 
to  instruct  the  jury.  Where  facts  in  the  case  are  admitted,  or 
where  there  is  testimony  tending  to  prove  facts,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court,  particularly  when  requested,  to  instruct  the  jury  whether 
those  facts,  if  they  find  them  to  be  true,  constitute  that  negligence 
which  will  defeat  the  action. 

So  in  this  case,  as  there  was  testimony  proving  that  the  plaintiff's 
horse  was  in  the  highway  with  his  knowledge  and  consent,  and 
had  previously  so  been,  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  request,  and 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  specifically,  and  as 
a  matter  of  law,  that  that  fact,  if  true,  was  that  degree  of  negli- 
gence on  his  part,  which  rendered  the  case  one  of  mutual  negli- 
gence; and  if,  from  that  mutual  negligence,  the  injury  arose,  that 
the  action  could  not  be  sustained.  For  the  want  of  this,  we  think 
there  was  error,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must 
be  reversed. 
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Stillman  Churchill  v.  William  P.  Briggs. 

£x  parte  depoMons  in  book  actions.     Caption. 

Ex  parte  depositions,  taken  to  be  used  before  auditors,  are  not  required  to  be  filed 
thirty  days  before  the  hearing;  and  where  the  case,  in  a  caption  to  a  deposition, 
taken  to  be  used  before  an  auditor,  was  described  as  "  to  be  tried  by  the  county 
"  court,  at  the  term  next  to  be  holden,  &c.,^*  ii  toot  hdd^  to  be  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion of  the  time  and  place  of  trial,  and  that  the  deposition  was  properly  receiTed. 

Book  Agoount.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed. 

The  only  question  arising  in  this  case,  was  in  regard  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  the  deposition,  of  one  William  K.  Upham,  on  the 
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hearing  before  the  auditor.  The  caption  to  the  deposition,  de- 
soribed  the  case  as  ^  to  be  tried  by  the  county  court,  at  the  term 
^  next  to  be  holden,  &c" 

The  defendant  insisted,  that  the  auditor  erred  in  admitting  the 
deposition.  The  county  court,  December  term,  1851, —  Peck,  J., 
presiding,  overruled  the  objection,  and  rendered  judgment  on  the 
report,  for  the  plaintiff.     Exceptions  by  defendant. 

George  WiUcini  for  defendant. 

Cited,  Comp.  Stat  of  1850,  p.  274,  §  13.  And  also  insisted, 
that  a  deposition,  bearing  a  caption,  that  it  is  taken  to  be  used  in  a 
pcaiictUar  courtj  can  be  used  only  in  that  court,  and  that  this  cap- 
tion subjected  the  deposition  to  the  rule  applicable  to  a  deposition 
taken  to  be  used  in  term  time. 


for  plaintiff. 


Bt  the  Court.  The  only  question  in  this  case,  is  in  regard 
to  the  admissibility  of  the  deposition  of  William  K.  Upham.  It 
having  been  decided  by  this  court,  {Brigham  v.  Abbott,  21  Vt  455,) 
that  ex  parte  depositions  taken  to  be  used  before  auditors,  are  not 
required  to  be  filed  thirty  days  before  the  hearing,  as  in  the  case  of 
trials  in  the  county,  and  supreme  court,  it  only  remains  to  inquire, 
whether  this  deposition  is  properly  taken,  to  be  used  before  the 
auditor.  The  case  is  described,  as  "  to  be  tried  by  the  county  court, 
at  the  term  next  to  be  holden,"  &c  It  has  never  been  deemed 
important,  that  the  deposition  should  be  taken  for  the  very  term, 
at  which  it  was  to  be  used.  If  the  case  is  described,  as  to  be  tried 
at  the  next  term,  and  is  not,  in  fact,  tried,  or,  by  the  rules  of  court, 
not  triable,  at  that  term,  the  deposition  is,  nevertheless,  properly 
taken,  and  may  be  used  at  any  future  term,  when  the  case  happens 
to  be  tried*  And  if  this  were  not  so,  it  would  be  attended  with 
very  great  inconvenience  in  many  cases,  where  depositions  were 
taken  at  a  distance,  or  of  witnesses  going  out  of  the  state,  and  long 
before  the  case  was  in  such  a  state  of  forwardness,  that  the  time 
of  trial  could  be  calculated  with  certainty.  It  seems  to  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  legislature,  to  enable  the  parties  to  take  depo- 
sitions in  all  cases,  where  suits  are  pending,  by  correctly  describing 
them,  as  pending  in  court. 
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All  this  applies,  with  great  force,  in  favor  of  allowing  deposi- 
tions in  book  actions,  to  be  taken  in  the  mode  this  was.  It  oer^ 
tainly  describes  the  suit  correctly,  and  the  time  and  place  of  trial, 
as  correctly  as  in  cases  tried  by  the  jury,  when  the  time  of  trial 
is  not  yet  certainly  known.  If  this  mode  of  describing  the  trial 
of  book  actions  was  not  allowed,  as  the  time  is  not  usually  fixed 
very  long  before  the  trial,  it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
in  cases  where  witnesses  reside  at  a  distance,  to  take  their  depo- 
sitions at  all,  certainly  not  without  unnecessary  embarrassment 
There  is  no  doubt  the  caption  of  a  deposition,  in  a  case  like  the  pres- 
ent, may  describe  the  case,  as  to  be  tried  before  the  auditor,  on  a 
day  certain,  but  we  think  it  may  also  be  taken  in  the  mode  this  is. 

The  filing  of  the  deposition  in  this  case,  seems  to  us  a  reasonable 
compliance  with  the  statute,  even  if  it  were  required  to  be  filed 
thirty  days  with  the  clerk,  which,  we  have  said,  is  not  the  con- 
struction the  statute  has  received.    Judgment  affirmed. 
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Spauldino,  Foster  &  Co.  v,  Robert  Vincent. 

Proceedings  of  fortign  courts, — how  authenticated.  Written  laws 
of  a  foreign  country.  Officers  in  a  foreign  country, — proofs 
of  appointment.    Proof  of  new  promise. 

The  best  proofs  of  the  proceedings  of  a  foreign  conrt,  are  the  original  records;  but 
the  testimony  usually  produced,  is  either  a  sworn  copy,  by  one  who  has  com- 
pared it  with  the  original  proceedings,  or  an  exemplified  copy,  certified  by  the 
clerk  and  the  presiding  judge,  and  the  seal  of  the  court,  with  the  broad  seal  of 
the  province  or  kingdom,  to  the  appointment  of  the  judge,  with  the  proper  cer- 
tificate from  the  ofilce  of  appointment;  either  of  these  will  be  sufiicient. 
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Proof  of  the  written  law  of  a  foreign  country,  may  be  by  some  copy  of  the  law, 
which  the  witness  can  swear  was  recognized  as  authoritative  in  the  foreign  coon 
try,  and  which  was  in  force  at  the  time. 

And  where  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  is  plead,  and  a  new  promise  replied,  it  is  not 
competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  new  promise  by  his  own  oath. 

No  different  proof  of  the  appointment  of  an  officer  in  a  foreign  country,  is  re- 
quired, fitnn  that  at  home;  proof  of  one  exercising  the  office  de  factor  is  usually 
sufficient  in  either  case. 


Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  appointed,  who  reported :  That,  it 
was  admitted  that  the  articles  charged  were  sold  and  delivered  at 
Stanstead,  in  Lower  Canada,  and  that  the  account  and  credits 
were  correct 

To  the  account,  the  defendant  plead,  before  the  auditor,  his  cer- 
tificate and  discbarge  in  bankruptcy,  (discharge  dated,  September 
12th,  1842,)  obtained  from  the  commissioner  of  the  bankrupt 
court,  in  the  district  of  St  Francis,  Provmce  of  Canada.  To 
which  plaintiffs  replied  a  new  promise. 

The  defendant  offered  in  evidence,  the  original  certificate,  pro- 
ceedings and  records  of  the  bankrupt  court  The  plaintiffs  objected 
to  the  admissibility  of  the  same,  on  the  ground  that  thej  were 
original  papers  ;  but  the  auditor  overruled  the  objection.  The  de- 
fendant then  offered  copies,  which  the  auditor  finds  to  be  true 
copies  of  the  original  papers.  Objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  the 
same  were  not  properly  authenticated ;  the  auditor  overruled  the 
objection. 

The  defendant  then  offered  in  evidence,  an  act  of  Parliament  of 
the  Province  of  Lower  Canada.  The  plaintiffs  objected  to  the 
admission  of  the  same,  but  the  objection  was  overruled.  It  did 
not  appear,  from  the  report  of  the  auditor,  that  the  "  Act "  was 
properly  authenticated,  or  that  it  was  legally  proved  to  be  in 
force,  at  the  date  of  defendant's  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

The  parties  admitted  that  no  bankrupt  law  now  exists  in  Canada. 

The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  a  new  promise,  offered,  as  wit- 
nesses, Stephen  Foster  and  Austin  S.  Foster,  both  plaintiffs  in 
this  suit  The  defendant  objected,  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
parties  to  the  suit,  and  not  competent  to  prove  a  new  promise  ; 
the  objection  was  overruled  by  the  auditor,  and  the  witnesses  per- 
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mitted  to  testify.  The  residence  of  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of 
the  defendant's  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  did  not  appear  from  the 
report  of  the  auditor.  There  were  other  questions  raised,  and 
appeared  in  the  report  of  the  auditor,  but  are  not  essential  to  a 
full  understanding  of  the  questions  passed  upon  bj  the  court. 

The  county  court  accepted  the  report  of  the  auditor,  and  ren- 
dered judgment  thereon  for  the  plaintiffs.  Exceptions  by  de- 
fendant. 

J.  Cooper  for  defendant. 

A  certificate  in  bankruptcy,  in  Canada,  is  a  discharge  of  all 
debts  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  provable  under  the 
commission. 

A  foreign  bankruptcy  bars  a  debt  provable  under  a  foreign  com- 
mission. Chit,  on  Con.  266,  267,  263  and  264.  5  East  R.  194, 
PoUer  V.  Brown,  B.  &  A.  654.  Blanchardy,  Russell,  13  Mass.  1. 
Bradford  v.  Farrand,  13  Mass.  18.  Walsh  v.  Farrand,  13  Mass. 
19.    Prentiss  v.  Savage,  13  Mass.  10. 

A  new  promise  to  bind  defendant,  in  Canada,  must  be  in  writing. 

The  plaintiffs  were  not  competent  witnesses,  to  prove  a  new 
promise.  McLaughlin  v.  HiU,  6  Vt  20.  PraU  v.  GaUup,  7  Vt. 
844.  Scott  et  al.  v.  Shepherd  et  al.  3  Vt.  104.  Sargent  v.  PeUi- 
hone,  1  Aik.  355. 

ff.  F.  Prentiss  for  plaintiffs. 

1.  There  was  no  proof  before  the  auditor,  that  there  was  any 
bankrupt  law  in  force  in  Canada,  under  which  defendants  procured 
a  discharge.  It  being  a  statute  law,  the  law  itself  should  be  pro- 
duced, or,  at  least,  an  exemplification  of  it.  1  Starkie  on  Ev.  249. 
Ktnney  v.  Clarkson,  et  al.,  1  Johns.  394.  1  Phil,  on  Ev.  301  and 
Note.  mU  et  al,  v.  Packard  et  al.,  5  Wend.  375,  Woodhridge  v. 
Augtin,  2  Tyler  364.  Lincoln  v.  BatteUe,  6  Wend.  482.  Territt 
V.  Woodruff,  19  Vt  182,  and  cases  cited.  The  act  of  Parliament, 
presented  before  the  auditor,  was  passed  in  1843,  and  not  in  force 
when  this  defendant  obtained  his  discharge,  having  been  passed 
long  since,  as  the  court  will  see  by  inspection. 

2.  The  evidence  before  the  auditor,  to  prove  defendant's  dis- 
charge, was  illegal  and  insufficient  The  bankrupt  court  in 
Canada  being  a  court  of  record,  having  a  seal  and  clerk,  their 
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proceedings,  records  and  judgments,  should  be  proved,  like  those 
of  any  other  foreign  court.  This  must  be  done  by  an  exemplifi* 
cation,  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  properly  proved,  or  by  a  copy 
proved  to  be  a  true  copy,  or  by  the  certificate  of  an  officer,  author- 
ised by  law,  which  certificate  must  itselfbe  properly  authenticated. 
And  I  know  of  no  authority,  which  admits  original  papers,  or 
records,  to  prove  a  foreign  judgment  DelafieldY.  Handj  3  Johns. 
810.  1  Starkie  on  Ev.  182  and  Notes.  1  Phil,  on  Ev.  301  and 
Note.     Pier  son  v.  Boston^  1  Aik.  54. 

3.  The  certificate  is  dated,  September  12th,  1842.  What  ^'debts 
^'  were  provable  under  it,"  and  where  the  plaintiff*  resided  at  the 
time,  we  must  learn  from  some  other  source  than  the  auditor's  re- 
port. The  auditor  does  not  find  that  the  debt  in  suit,  was,  or 
could  be  discharged,  by  the  bankrupt  law  of  Canada. 

In  order  that  the  certificate  should  discharge  this  debt  of  the 
defendant,  the  auditor  should  have  found  the  fact  that  plainti£& 
were  residents  of  Canada,  on  the  2dd  day  of  June,  1842. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Hedfield,  J.  The  defense,  in  this  case,  rests  upon  a  dischaige 
in  bankruptcy,  obtained  in  the  Province  of  Canada,  where  the  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  the  goods  sued  for,  was  made.  Numerous 
questions  are  raised  in  regard  to  the  proof. 

The  proof  of  the  discharge,  and  of  the  proceedings  in  the  court 
of  bankruptcy,  seem  to  us  to  be  sufficient  The  best  proof  of  the 
proceedings  of  a  foreign  court,  are  the  original  records.  But  that 
cannot  ordinarily  be  produced.  The  testimony  usually  produced, 
is  either  a  sworn  copy,  by  one  who  has  compared  it  with  the  origi- 
nal proceedings,  or  an  exemplified  copy,  certified  by  the  clerk  and 
the  presiding  judge,  and  the  seal  of  the  court,  with  the  broad  seal 
of  the  province  or  kingdom,  to  the  appointment  of  the  judge,  with 
the  proper  certificate  from  the  office  of  appointment  The  more 
usual  mode,  is,  a  sworn  copy.  In  the  present  case,  we  have  the 
original,  and  the  finding  of  the  auditor,  that  the  copies  are  troe 
copies  of  the  original,  and  this  finding  must  be  presumed  to  be 
upon  sufficient  proof,  or  upon  actual  inspection,  either  of  which 
will  be  sufficient. 

The  proof  of  the  existence  and  of  the  provisions,  of  the  bank- 
rupt law  of  the  Province,  at  the  time  the  discharge  was  obtained, 


APRIL  TERM,  1852.  505 

Spatdding,  Foster  &  Co.  v,  Vincent. 

eeems  to  have  been  without  the  production  of  any  copy  whatever 
of  the  statute.  This,  we  think,  was  irregular.  Some  copy  of  the 
law,  which  the  witness  could  swear  was  recognized  in  the  Province, 
as  authoritative,  should  have  been  produced.  Something,  which 
was  in  force  at  the  time,  which  was,  at  least,  equal  to  the  copy  of 
the  subsequent  law,  which  was  put  in  the  case.  This  is  the  gen- 
eral rule,  as  to  the  wriUen  laws  of  a  foreign  country,  and  is  spe- 
cially  important  in  a  case  like  the  present,  when  the  particular 
provisions  of  the  law  arc  important  to  be  known,  in  order  to  de- 
termine the  effect  of  the  discharge. 

We  think,  too,  the  residence  of  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  time  of  ob- 
taining the  dischaiige,  should  be  shown,  and  the  place  of  business 
of  the  firm,  if  any. 

If  we  were  at  liberty  to  look  into  the  writ  upon  this  subject,  it 
would  only  show  the  residence  of  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  time  of 
bringing  the  suit. 

We  think  it  is  not  competent  for  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  a  new 
promise  by  their  own  oath,  upon  general  principles,  and  the  sub- 
sequent law  required  the  promise  to  be  in  writing,  as  does  the 
En^tsh  bankrupt  law. 

But  the  state  of  the  credits  would  seem  to  show,  that  defend- 
ant had  paid  more  since  the  certificate,  than  the  new  account. 
If  so,  a  portion  of  the  payment  must,  of  course,  have  been  intended 
by  him  to  go  upon  the  old  account.  And  if  so,  and  the  payment 
was  general,  leaving  it  to  the  law  to  make  the  application,  it  will 
deserve  consideration,  unless  new  facts  arise,  whether  it  is  not  fair 
to  conclude  the  defendant  might  have  intended  all  his  payments,  to> 
go  towards  the  old  account,  and  whether,  under  the  circumstances,. 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  fairly  justified  in  so  applying  them.  But 
this  question  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  auditor,  to  find  new  facts,  if 
any  exist.  Judgment  reversed,  and  case  committed  to  the  same 
auditor,  for  a  new  trial. 


KoTK.  We  are  not  aware,  that  any  different  proof  of  the  appointment  of  an 
officer  in  a  foreign  country,  is  required,  from  that  at  home.  Proof  of  one  exercis- 
ing the  office  de/acto^  is  usually  sufficient  in  either  case. 
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Thm  case  tuniiig  been  argued,  at  the  Aprfl  tena,  bj  ifr. 
SHmmtr  tor  the  plaintiC  and  Jtfr.  Cofiy  for  the  defendant,  was 
held  under  adTuement,  nntfl  the  ciraiit  Mssioii,  at  Montpetier,  in 
October,  when  the  opinion,  in  which  the  fiicts  soffidentlj  mppeBTf 
was  delivered  by 

Bedfield«  J.  This  is  a  $e%nfaeia$  against  the  defendant,  as 
bail  for  one  Sanford  Kinnej,  in  a  suit  brought  originallj  in  a 
justice's  court,  bj  the  present  plaintiff  against  Kinnej.  Kinnej 
not  being  an  inhabitant  of  the  state,  was  sued  bj  arrcsting  his 
body,  and  requiring  special  baiL  The  arrest  was  made  whfle 
Kinnej  was  attending  court,  as  a  witness,  and  was  privileged 
from  arrest. 

At  the  return  dav  of  the  writ  before  the  justice,  Kinnej  inter- 
posed an  exoneratur  on  the  bail  bond,  in  favor  of  the  present  de- 
fendant, which  motion  was  overruled  bj  the  justice,  and  the  case 
went  into  the  countj  court,  bj  appeaL  The  motion  was  renewed 
before  the  countj  court,  and  that  court  allowed  the  motion,  and 
ordered  the  exoneratur  entered.  To  this  decision  the  present 
plaintiff  filed  exceptions,  and  removed  the  case  into  this  court, 
where  the  exceptions  were  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  if  the 
countj  court  had  anj  power  to  entertain  the  motion,  their  decision, 
resting  in  discretion,  must  be  conclusive,  both  of  the  fact  and  the 
law,  as  between  the  same  parties,  and  the  actual  entrj  of  the  ex- 
oneratur,  placed  the  question  bejond  the  revision  of  this  court ; 
and  if  thej  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  question,  their  decision  was 
merelj  nugatorj,  and  required  no  reversal. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiff  brought  the  present  suit,  and  the  de- 
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fendant  pleads  in  bar  of  the  scire  facids  the  facts  above  stated. 

It  is  DOW  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  coantj 
court  had  no  authority  to  entertain  the  motion  for  an  exonercUur. 

It  has  been  regarded  as  settled  law  in  this  state,  until  the  recent 
statute,  that  a  mere  privilege  from  arrest  could  not  be  pleaded  in 
abatement  of  a  suit,  brought  in  violation  of  such  privilege.  And 
the  courts  have  often  shown  themselves  somewhat  astute,  in  de- 
vising grounds  upon  which  to  presume  a  waiver  of  the  privilege 
from  arrest,  by  giving  bail,  or  in  some  other  mode.  But  it  is  not 
esteemed  any  good  ground  for  presuming  a  waiver  of  privilege 
from  arrest,  because  the  person  takes  the  ordinary  and  most  expe- 
ditious mode  of  freeing  himself  from  arrest 

He  may,  notwithstanding,  bring  an  action  of  false  imprisonment, 
or  case,  or  may  seek  redress  in  such  other  modes  as  the  law 
a£R)rds.  And  it  is  very  evident,  that  the  English  courts  of  com- 
mon law  do  interfere,  at  all  stages  in  the  proceedings,  to  relieve 
the  baiL  3  Petersdorflfs  Ab.  74,  where  it  is  said,  "If  the  ex- 
**  emption  be  satisfactorily  established,  the  proceedings  upon  the 
"  bond  will  be  set  aside."  The  case  of  Holiday  v.  Colo.  Pitt,  2 
Strange  985 ;  S.  C.  Comyn  R.  444,  satisfactorily  established  the 
rule,  that  under  the  English  statute  of  exemption  from  arrest,  if 
the  case  is  clear  of  all  doubt,  the  court  will  discharge  on  motion, 
founded  on  affidavits.  And  if  doubts  exist  in  regard  to  the  fact, 
or  right  of  exemption,  the  party  is  turned  over  to  his  remedy,  by 
writ  of  privilege.  The  case  of  Chester  v.  Upsdale,  1  Wilson  R. 
278,  recognizes  the  same  rule,  but  that  case  was  held  too  doubtful 
to  justify  a  discharge  on  motion. 

So,  too,  the  case  of  Barilett  v.  Hobbs,  5  T.  R.  689.  And  the 
same  is  again  held  in  Spencer  v.  Stuart^  2  East  R.  89.  And  in 
Luntly  V.  BcUttne,  2  B.  &  A.  234,  precisely  the  same  general  rule 
is  declared  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  and  the  former  case  reviewed  and 
approved. 

We  can,  therefore,  entertain  no  doubt,  that  the  matter  is  regarded 
as  coming  fairly  within  the  general  discretion  of  the  court,  when 
the  suit  is  pending,  either  against  the  principal,  or  the  bail,  to 
enter  an  exoneratur  on  the  bail  bond,  or  discharge  the  bail  on  his 
own  motion.  And  when  the  thing  is  done,  it  is  conclusive  upon 
the  parties,  and  all  interested. 

Judgment  that  the  plea  is  sufficient,  and  that  the  defendant  re- 
cover his  costs. 
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Book  Account.     Sale. 

Where  the  defendant,  and  one  Miles,  made  an  agreement,  in  which  defendant 
to  let  Miles  have  a  hog,  provided  he  woold  pay  him  therefor,  and  for  a  prevkNn 
account,  in  salts ;  and  the  defendant  also  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  in  the  pn- 
sence  of  said  Miles,  to  let  him  have  the  same  hog,  in  exchange  for  aalts,  if  anj 
thing  shoald  happen  that  Miles  did  not  take  it;  about  three  weeks  after diia con- 
tract, the  plaintiff  took  two  boxes  of  salts  to  defendant's  store;  after  tbej  had 
weighed  one  box,  and  were  getting  in  the  other,  plaintiff  inquired  of  defendant, 
if  he  was  going  to  send  the  hog,  and  was  informed  that  there  was  not  salts 
enough  to  pay  Miles'  debt  and  for  the  hog,  and  that  he  should  not  send  it.  The 
plaintiff  then,  and  before  the  delivery  was  perfected,  claimed  the  salts  as  bis 
own ;  the  defendant  informed  plaintiff,  he  should  hold  them  on  the  oontract  be 
'  had  made  with  Miles,  and  pass  them  to  his  credit  The  plaintiff  refused  so 
to  deliver  them,  and  demanded  the  property  or  payment  for  the  same.  Miles 
was  not  present,  and  notliing  appeared  to  show  that  he  ever  spoke  to  plaintiff  to 
deliver  the  salts  for  him.  Under  this  state  of  facts,  heldj  that  defendant  was 
bound  to  restore  the  salts,  or  that  plaintiff  might  treat  the  property  as  sold,  and 
charge  him  accordingly,  and  that  plaintiff  might  recover  for  the  same  in  this 
form  of  action. 

Book  Account.  The  action  was  commenced  before  a  jnstke 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Jadgment 
to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  ap- 
pointed, who  reported  substantially,  the  following  facts : — 

The  plaintiff  claims  $20,  for  a  lot  of  salts,  and  that  some  time 
in  the  autumn  of  1850,  the  plaintiff,  Emery  W.  Miles,  John  D. 
Miles,  and  Benjamin  Sawyer  formed  a  copartnership,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  ashes  and  manufacturing  the  same  into  salts ;  that 
after  the  business  had  been  prosecuted  a  short  time,  and  before 
said  salts  had  been  made,  the  plaintiff  bought  out  the  said  Emery 
and  John,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  they,  after  this  sale  of  their 
interest,  did  any  thing  indicating  ownership  in  the  ashes  or  salts; 
that  a  short  time  before  the  delivery  of  the  salts  to  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  also  bouglit  out  said  Sawyer;  that  previous  to  the 
delivery  of  said  salts,  said  defendant  and  said  Emery  had  a  con- 
versation, during  which  defendant  agreed  to  let  said  Emery  have 
a  hog,  and  receive  salts  in  payment  therefor,  and  for  an  account 
that  defendant  had  against  said  Emery,  and  that  debt  was  first  to 
be  discharged  and  paid.  That  some  three  weeks  before  the  salts 
were  delivered  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the 
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plaintiff  to  let  him  have  the  same  hog  in  exchange  for  salts,  if  any 
thing  should  happen  that  said  Emery  did  not  have  it,  the  said 
Emery  being  present  at  the  time. 

That  early  in  the  winter  of  1850  and  1851,  plaintiff  employed 
gaid  Sawyer  to  draw  two  boxes  of  salts  to  defendant's  store,  in 
East  Craflsbury,  and  he  accompanied  said  Sawyer;  that  said 
Sawyer's  team  was  stopped  near  said  store,  and  said  Sawyer  went 
in  and  told  defendant  that  he  had  brought  some  salts  for  said 
Emery,  and  that  he  also  told  one  Smith  that  the  salts  belonged  to 
said  Emery,  the  plaintiff  being,  at  the  time,  within  a  few  feet,  but 
moving  from  said  Sawyer.  That  one  box  of  said  salts  were  taken 
in  and  weighed,  and  while  they  were  taking  the  second  box  through 
the  door,  plaintiff  inquired  of  defendant  if  he  was  going  to  send 
the  hog,  to  which  defendant  replied  that  there  were  not  salts  enough 
to  pay  said  Emery's  debt  and  for  the  hog,  and  that  he  should  not 
send  it.  That  the  plaintiff  then  claimed  that  the  salts  were  his 
own,  and  demanded  that  defendant  should  pay  for  same,  or  let  him 
have  them,  both  of  which  defendant  declined  doing,  and  credited 
the  same  to  said  Emery  on  book.  It  did  not  appear  that  said 
Emery  ever  requested  plaintiff  to  take  the  salts  to  defendant  for 
him^ —  that  it  did  appear  that  defendant,  when  he  said  he  should 
not  send  the  hog,  added  that  if  plaintiff  would  bring  an  order  from 
said  Emery,  for  the  hog,  he  might  have  it. 

The  county  court  accepted  the-  report,  and  rendered  judgment 
thereon  for  plaintiff.     Exceptions  by  defendant. 

T.  P.  Hedfield  and  /.  Cooper  for  defendant. 

1.  Can  the  plaintiff  sustain  his  action  of  book  account  against 
defendant,  when  there  has  been  no  sale  of  the  property  to  him  ? 
Bundy  V.  Ayer,  18  Vt.  497.  Bassam  v.  Hassam,  22  Vt.  516. 
Carpenter  v.  Bole,  13  Vt  578.    Jiead  v.  Barlow,  1  Vt.  97. 

2.  The  report  shows  that  defendant  received  the  salts  as  Emery 
W.  Miles'  property.  And  when  plaintiff  demanded  them,  or  pay 
for  them,  and  defendant  refused  to  do  either,  it  was  a  tortious  act  if 
any  thing,  and  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  book  account.  Mc  OriUu 
▼.  Banks  et  ux.,  19  Vt.  442.  Peach  v.  MiUs,  1 4  Vt.  371.  Albee  v. 
Fairbanks,  10  Vt.  314. 

/.  If,  Prentiss  for  plaintiff. 
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Book  Account.     Sale. 

Where  the  defendant,  and  one  Miles,  mode  an  agreement,  in  which  defendant 
to  let  Miles  have  a  hog,  provided  he  woold  pay  him  therefor,  and  for  a  preTiooi 
account,  in  salts ;  and  the  defendant  also  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  in  the  pie- 
sence  of  said  Miles,  to  let  him  have  the  same  hog,  in  exchange  for  aalts,  if  any 
thing  should  happen  that  Miles  did  not  take  it;  about  three  weeks  aiter  this  con- 
tract, the  plaintiff  took  two  boxes  of  salts  to  defendants  store ;  after  tiiey  had 
weighed  one  box,  and  were  getting  in  the  other,  plaintiff  inquired  of  defendant, 
if  he  was  going  to  send  the  hog,  and  was  informed  that  there  was  not  salts 
enough  to  pay  Miles'  debt  and  for  the  hog,  and  that  he  should  not  send  it.  The 
plaintiff  then,  and  before  the  delivery  was  perfected,  claimed  the  salts  as  his 
own ;  the  defendant  informed  plaintiff,  he  should  hold  them  on  the  oontnct  he 
had  made  with  Miles,  and  pass  them  to  his  credit.  The  plaintiff  refused  so 
to  deliver  them,  and  demanded  the  property  or  pa,>inent  for  the  same.  IGks 
was  not  present,  and  nothing  appeared  to  show  that  he  ever  spoke  to  plaintiff  to 
deliver  the  salts  for  him.  Under  this  state  of  facts,  heid,  that  defendant  was 
bound  to  restore  the  salts,  or  that  plaintiff  might  treat  the  property  as  sold,  and 
charge  him  accordingly,  and  that  plaintiff  might  recover  for  the  same  in  this 
form  of  action. 

Book  Account.  The  action  was  commenced  before  a  justioe 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Judgment 
to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  ap- 
pointed, who  reported  substantially,  the  following  facts : — 

The  plaintiff  claims  $20,  for  a  lot  of  salts,  and  that  some  time 
in  the  autumn  of  1850,  the  plaintiff,  Emery  W.  Miles,  John  D. 
Miles,  and  Benjamin  Sawyer  formed  a  copartnership,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  ashes  and  manufacturing  the  same  into  salts ;  that 
after  the  business  had  been  prosecuted  a  short  time,  and  before 
said  salts  had  been  made,  the  plaintiff  bought  out  the  said  Emery 
and  John,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  they,  after  this  sale  of  their 
interest,  did  any  thing  indicating  ownership  in  the  ashes  or  salts; 
that  a  short  time  before  the  delivery  of  the  salts  to  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  also  bought  out  said  Sawyer;  that  previous  to  the 
delivery  of  said  salts,  said  defendant  and  said  Emery  bad  a  con- 
versation, during  which  defendant  agreed  to  let  said  Emery  have 
a  hog,  and  receive  salts  in  payment  therefor,  and  for  an  account 
that  defendant  had  against  said  Emery,  and  that  debt  was  first  to 
be  discharged  and  paid.  That  some  three  weeks  before  the  salts 
were  delivered  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  agreed  with  the 
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salts  to  the  defendant,  amounting  to  about  631  pounds.     The  salts 

were  removed  into  the  store,  and  after  one  box  had  been  weighed, 

and  they  were  getting  in  the  other,  the  plaintiff  inquired  of  the 

<Jefendant  if  he  was  going  to  send  the  hog,  and  was  then  informed 

that  there  was  not  salts  enough  to  pay  Miles  debt  and  for  the  hog, 

and  that  he  should  not  send  it.     The  plaintiff,  at  that  time,  claimed 

the  salts  as  his,  and  demanded  them,  or  payment  for  the  same, 

bat  this  the  defendant  refused  to  do,  and  gave  credit  for  the  salts 

to  Miles,  on  his  account 

Thus  far  there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  proper  result  in  the 
case.     The  plaintiff  had  made  a  contract  for  the  hog,  and  to  pay 
for  it  in  salts,  if  Miles  did  not  take  it.     He  took  the  salts  there 
when  Miles  was  not  with  them,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
Miles  ever  spoke  to  him  to  furnish  them  for  him,  or  that  he  knew 
he  was  going  there  with  them.     So  far  as  the  plaintiff  is  concerned, 
the  inference  is  to  be  drawn,  that  he  took  the  salts  there  on  the 
contract  he  had  previously  made,  that  he  might  be  the  purchaser 
of  the  hog,  if  Miles  did  not  take  it.     The  difficulty  in  the  case, 
arises  from  the  declaration  of  Sawyer  to  the  defendant,  when  they 
first  drove  up  to  the  store,  when  Sawyer  went  in  and  told  the  de- 
fendant! that  he  had  brought  some  salts  for  Miles.     The  plaintiff 
was  not  present  when  this  statement  was  made,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  plaintiff  ever  knew  that  such  statements,  or  declarations,  had 
been  made  to  the  defendant     And  certainly,  to  make  that  availa- 
ble in  defense,  the  defendant  should  have  shown  that  fact,  and  it 
should  have  been  found,  as  a  fact  in  the  case,  affirmatively  by 
the  auditor.     That  inference  this  court  is  not  authorised  to  make, 
or  draw  from  the  evidence,  and  unless  found  and  stated  in  the 
report  of  the  auditor,  it  must  be  laid  out  of  the  consideration  of 
the  case.     It  also  appears,  that  Sawyer  told  one  Smith  that  the  salts 
were  Miles's.     In  this  instance,  the  auditor  has  found  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  few  feet  from  them,  but  going  the  other  way.     If  the  de- 
claration to  Smith  could  in  any  event  have  any  effect,  it  is  subject 
to  the  same  objection  as  the  other.     The  auditor  has  not  found 
that  these  declarations  were  heard,  or  came  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  consequently  should  not  enter  into  an  investiga- 
tion of  the  case.      Removing  that  consideration  from  the  case, 
there  seems  but  little  ground  of  dispute.     The  plaintiff  never  de- 
livered the  salts  as  the  property  of  Miles,  or  on  his  account,  but 
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claimed  them  as  his  own,  before  the  delivery  was  perfected.  The 
defendant  informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  hold  them,  on  the 
contract  he  had  made  with  Miles,  and  pass  them  to  his  credit. 
This,  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  he  had  no  right  to  do, 
and  when  the  plaintiff  refused  so  to  deliver  them,  and  demanded 
the  salts,  or  payment  for  them,  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
return  them,  or  the  plaintiff  might  treat  the  same  as  sold,  and 
charge  him  accordingly.  We  have  no  hesitancy  in  saying,  that 
the  plaintiff  has  done  nothing  whereby  he  should  lose  the  salts,  or 
that  would  justify  the  defendant  in  passing  them  to  the  credit  of 
Miles,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  claim  on  the  defendant  for 
their  value. 

The  only  matter,  about  which  we  consider  there  is  any  serious 
question,  is,  whether  this  form  of  action  is  proper.  The  salts 
have  been  sold  by  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  reported  by  the  audi- 
tor, and  we  think  the  inference  proper  to  be  drawn,  that  the  salts 
were  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  on  his  previous  con- 
tract, and  the  defendant's  refusal  to  pay  him,  or  let  him  have  the 
^o&  g^ye  him  a  right  to  charge  for  the  property  he  had  so  retained. 
Certainly  he  could  have  sustained  general  assumpsit  for  the  value 
of  the  salts.  The  law  will  raise  a  privity  of  contract  for  that 
purpose,  and  will  equally  so,  for  any  action  in  form  ex  contractu, 
adapted  to  the  circumst^mces  of  the  case,  and  we  see  no  inconve- 
nience in  sustaining  this  action.  It  is  not  extending  the  action 
any  further  than  the  case  of  Flower  Brook  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
Buck,  18  Vt  238. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed. 
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Cyrus  Rogers  v.  Solomon  Steele. 

Contract  for  labor,    Effect  if  dissolved  hy  mutual  consent, 

^Tiere  the  plaintiff**  claim  was  for  services  of  a  minor  son,  nnder  a  contract  made 
by  the  minor,  with  the  defendant,  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  is  so  far  bound  by 
the  contract  of  his  son,  that  his  claim  depends  upon  a  proper  performance  of  the 
contract,  and  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  therefor,  in  violation  of  the 
eontract  so  made. 

But  where,  under  the  contract,  the  minor  son  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  labor  seven 
numths  for  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  sixty-seven  dollars,  and  under  the  further 
•greement,  if  defendant  or  the  minor  should  find  just  cause  of  complaint  or  dis- 
sadsi&ction,  the  contract  could  be  determined  by  either,  by  giving  two  weeks' 
notice  to  that  effect,  and  after  the  minor  had  worked  six  or  seven  weeks,  he  gave 
the  defendant  such  notice,  but  had  no  just  cause  of  complaint,  and  the  defend- 
ant consented  that  he  might  leave  before  the  two  weeks  had  expired,  if  he  was 
determined  to  leave  at  the  end  of  that  time,  and  thereupon  he  left  defendant's 
service,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  mutual  relinquishment  of  the  contract,  and 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  consent  thus  given,  plaintiff  might  recover  for  the 
services  rendered. 

Book  Account.  The  action  was  cpmmenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Judgment 
to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  was 
appointed,  who  reported  the  following  facts : — 

That  in  March,  1846,  plaintiff's  minor  son  contracted  with  de- 
fendant, (without  the  knowledge  of  plaintiff,)  to  work  \\,v  defend- 
ant, on  his  farm  in  Stanstead,  seven  months,  for  the  sum  of  sixty- 
seven  dollars,  with  the  further  agreement,  that  if  either  defendant 
or  minor  should  find  any  just  cause  of  complaint  or  dissatisfaction, 
either  could  terminate  the  contract,  by  giving  two  weeks'  notice. 

That  said  minor  worked  about  seven  weeks,  and  then  gave 
notice  that  he  should  leave  the  service  of  defendant  at  the  expi- 
ration of  two  weeks.  It  did  not  appear  that  said  minor  had  any 
just  cause  of  complaint. 

That  defendant  objected  to  his  leaving,  at  the  expiration  of  said 
two  weeks,  though  he  expressed  a  willingness  to  remain  the  two 
weeks ;  the  defendant  consented  that  he  might  leave  before  the  end 
of  said  two  weeks,  provided  he  was  determined  to  leave  at  that 
time.  The  minor  expressed  his  determination  to  do  so,  and  there- 
upon lefl  the  service  of  defendant,  having  worked,  in  all,  about 
seven  weeks. 
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claimed  them  as  his  own,  before  the  delivery  was  perfected.  The 
defendant  informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  hold  them,  on  the 
contract  he  had  made  with  Miles,  and  pass  them  to  his  credit. 
This,  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  he  had  no  right  to  do, 
and  when  the  plaintiff  refused  so  to  deliver  them,  and  demanded 
the  salts,  or  payment  for  them,  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
return  them,  or  the  plaintiff  might  treat  the  same  as  sold,  and 
charge  him  accordingly.  We  have  no  hesitancy  in  saying,  that 
the  plaintiff  has  done  nothing  whereby  he  should  lose  the  salts,  or 
that  would  justify  the  defendant  in  passing  them  to  the  credit  of 
Miles,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  claim  on  the  defendant  for 
their  value. 

The  only  matter,  about  which  we  consider  there  is  any  serious 
question,  is,  whether  this  form  of  action  is  proper.  The  salts 
have  been  sold  by  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  reported  by  the  audi- 
tor, and  we  think  the  inference  proper  to  be  drawn,  that  the  salts 
were  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  on  hb  previous  con- 
tract, and  the  defendant's  refusal  to  pay  him,  or  let  him  have  the 
hog,  gave  him  a  right  to  charge  for  the  property  he  had  so  retained. 
Certainly  he  could  have  sustained  general  assumpsit  for  the  value 
of  the  salts.  The  law  will  raise  a  privity  of  contract  for  that 
purpose,  and  will  equally  so,  for  any  action  in  form  ex  contractu, 
adapted  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  we  see  no  inconve- 
nience in  sustaining  this  action.  It  is  not  extending  the  action 
any  further  than  the  case  of  Flower  Brook  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
Buck,  18  Vt  238. 

The  result  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed. 
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Cyrus  Rogers  v.  Solomon  Steele. 

Contract  for  labor.     Effect  if  dissolved  hy  mutual  consent. 

Where  the  plaintiff**  claim  was  for  services  of  a  minor  son,  under  a  contract  made 
by  the  minor,  with  the  defendant,  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  is  so  far  bound  by 
the  contract  of  his  son,  that  his  claim  depends  upon  a  proper  performance  of  the 
contract,  and  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  therefor,  in  violation  of  the 
contract  so  made. 

But  where,  under  the  contract,  the  minor  son  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  labor  seven 
months  for  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  sixtj-«even  dollars,  and  under  the  Airther 
agreement,  if  defendant  or  the  minor  should  find  just  cause  of  complaint  or  dis- 
satisfaction, the  contract  could  be  determined  by  either,  by  giving  two  weeks' 
notice  to  that  effect,  and  after  the  minor  had  worked  six  or  seven  weeks,  he  gave 
the  defendant  such  notice,  but  had  no  just  cause  of  complaint,  and  the  defend- 
ant consented  that  he  might  leave  before  the  two  weeks  had  expired,  if  he  was 
determined  to  leave  at  the  end  of  that  time,  and  thereupon  he  left  defendant's 
service,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  mutual  relinquishment  of  the  contract,  and 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  consent  thus  given,  plaintiff  might  recover  for  the 
services  rendered. 

Book  Account.  The  action  was  cpmmenced  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  Judgment 
to  account  was  rendered  in  the  county  court,  and  an  auditor  was 
appointed,  who  reported  the  following  facts : — 

That  in  March,  1846,  plaintiff's  minor  son  contracted  with  de- 
fendant, (without  the  knowledge  of  plaintiff,)  to  work  \\,v  defend- 
ant, on  his  farm  in  Stanstead,  seven  months,  for  the  sum  of  sixty- 
scTen  dollars,  with  the  further  agreement,  that  if  either  defendant 
or  minor  should  find  any  just  cause  of  complaint  or  dissatisfaction, 
either  could  terminate  the  contract,  by  giving  two  weeks*  notice. 

That  said  minor  worked  about  seven  weeks,  and  then  gave 
notice  that  he  should  leave  the  service  of  defendant  at  the  expi- 
ration of  two  weeks.  It  did  not  appear  that  said  minor  had  any 
jast  cause  of  complaint. 

That  defendant  objected  to  his  leaving,  at  the  expiration  of  said 
two  weeks,  though  he  expressed  a  willingness  to  remain  the  two 
weeks ;  the  defendant  consented  that  he  might  leave  before  the  end 
of  said  two  weeks,  provided  he  was  determined  to  leave  at  that 
time.  The  minor  expressed  his  determination  to  do  so,  and  there- 
upon lefl  the  service  of  defendant,  having  worked,  in  all,  about 
seven  weeks. 
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The  county  court  accepted  the  report  of  the  auditor,  and  ren- 
dered judgment  thereon  for  plaintiff.     Exceptions  bj  defendant. 

J.  L.  Edwards  for  defendant. 

In  order  that  the  plaintiff  may  recover,  he  must  show  a  per^ 
formance,  or  an  offer  to  perform^  on  his  part,  which  defendant  re- 
jected, or  his  readiness  to  fulfil  the  condition,  until  defendant  dis- 
charged him,  or  prevented  the  execution  of  that  part  of  the  con- 
tract to  be  performed  by  him.     Chit  on  Con.  737. 

It  is  believed  that  no  distinction  in  principle,  can  be  made  be- 
tween this  case  and  the  cases,  St.  Albans  Steamboat  Co,  v.  WilkinSj 
8  Vt.  54.  Broum  v.  Kimbatt,  12  Vt.  617.  Hipley  v.  Chipmany 
13  Vt.  268. 

If  plaintiff  claims  his  son's  wages,  he  must  assume  the  respon- 
sibility of  his  son's  acts  in  all  particulars.  Ohilson  v.  Phillips^  1 
Vt  41. 

H,  F,  Prentiss  for  plaintiff. 

In  order  to  render  the  defense  set  up,  available,  the  defendant 
never  should  have  consented  to  the  boy's  leaving,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances ;  and  when  he  did  so  consent,  he  did  it  at  his  peril,  and 
it  is  too  late  now  for  him  to  say  that  the  boy  left  without  any  ex- 
cuse or  just  cause. 

At  the  time  the  boy  left  he  had  a  perfect  right  so  to  do,  because 
he  had  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  and  it  is  immaterial  what 
reasons  influenced  the  defendant  to  give  his  consent 

The  defense  set  up,  to  prevail,  should  come  strictly  within  the 
rules  of  law.  To  use  the  language  of  Poland,  J.,  in  Green  v. 
Hulettf  22  Vt  p.  190,  "The  ancient,  rigorous  doctrine,  in  relation 
"  to  contracts  of  this  kind,  has  been  much  modified  by  the  deds- 
"  ions  made  within  a  few  years ;  and  the  party  is  not  allowed  to 
"  claim  the  benefit  of  any  such  forfeiture,  except  when  there  has 
"  been  a  clear  breach  shown  on  the  part  of  the  party  who  has 
"  performed  the  service." 

« 

By  the  Court.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  is,  for 
services  rendered  by  his  minor  son,  under  a  contract  with  the  de- 
fendant It  is  stated  in  the  report  of  the  auditor,  that  in  March, 
1846,  the  son  of  the  plaintiff  contracted  to  labor  for  the  defendant, 
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for  seven  months,  for  the  sum  of  sixtjHseven  dollars,  under  the  fur- 
ther agreement,  that  if  the  defendant,  or  the^son,  should  find  just 
cause  of  complaint  or  dissatisfaction,  the  contract  could  be  deter- 
mined, by  either  of  them  giving  two  weeks'  notice  to  that  effect. 
The  auditor  further  states,  that  after  the  son  had  worked  six  or 
seven  weeks,  he  gave  the  defendant  such  notice,  but  that  no  just 
cause  of  complaint  existed,  that  warranted  the  son  in  leaving  the 
service  of  the  defendant. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  plaintiff  is  so  far  bound,  by  the 
contract  of  his  son,  that  his  claim  for  compensation  depends  upon 
a  proper  performance  of  the  contract,  and  would  not  be  entitled  to 
recover  therefor,  in  violation  of  the  contract  so  made.  If  the  case 
rested  upon  these  facts  alone,  the  decisions  are  uniform,  that  no 
recovery  could  be  had  for  his  services,  either  on  the  special  con- 
tract, or  on  a  quantum  meruit.  He  could  not  recover  on  the  special 
contract,  as  it  is,  in  all  its  provisions,  entire,  and  the  performance 
of  the  services,  and  for  the  whole  period  stated  in  the  contract,  is 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  recovery.  To  recover  for 
part  performance,  an  express  contract  to  that  effect  is  necessary. 
This  has  been  so  frequently  decided  by  this  court,  that  whilst  we 
feel  no  disposition  to  extend  the  rule,  we  do  not,  on  the  other  hand, 
feel  at  liberty  to  recede  from  the  ground  heretofore  taken,  or  in  the 
least,  qualify  the  rules  which  have  been  adopted.  17  Vt  365.  19 
Vt.  503.     21  Vt.  301. 

He  cannot  recover  on  the  quantum  meruit^  for  there  can  be  no 
apportionment  of  an  entire  contract  under  such  circumstances. 
Chitty  on  Cont.  579,  736.  1  Stark.  Rep.  65.  Turner  v.  Robin- 
son, 6  C.  &  P.  15.  Gutter  v.  PoweU,  6  Tenn.  Rep.  320,  Ashhunt, 
J.,  says,  "  The  only  qualification  to  be  found  to  this  rule,  exists, 
"  where  the  contract  has  been  destroyed  by  the  party  who  is  to 
"  make  the  payment,  and  yet  retaining  the  benefit  of  the  partial 
"  performance."  If  he  has  determined  the  contract,  and  refuses 
to  have  the  services  performed,  without  any  reasonable  excuse 
therefor,  he  may  be  responsible  for  the  services  rendered.  Chitty 
on  Cont  737. 

The  rule  is  also  well  settled,  that  when  the  contract  is  dissolved 
by  mutual  consent,  before  the  period  at  which  the  wages  become 
due,  the  party  may  recover  his  wages  pro  raia,  without  any  ex- 
press contract  to  that  effect     Chitty  on  Cont  580.     Green  v.  Hu' 
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lett,  22  Yt.  190.  Thomas  v.  Williams,  1  AdoL  &  £.  685.  In  the 
application  of  this  principle  to  the  case  under  consideration,  we 
find  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  that  after  the  notice  had  been  given 
by  the  son,  he  expressed  a  willingness  to  remain  the  two  weeks, 
but  the  defendant  consented  that  he  might  leave  before  the  two 
weeks  had  expired,  if  he  was  determined  to  leave  at  that  time,  and 
that  thereupon  he  left  the  defendant's  service.  This  can  be  re- 
garded in  no  other  light,  than  as  a  license  for  him  to  leave,  and  as 
a  mutual  relinquishment  of  the  contract  He  would  reasonably  so 
consider  and  understand  it  It  has  been  very  properly  arged  in 
argument,  that  had  the  defendant  insisted  upon  the  full  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  by  the  plaintiff,  and  withheld  his  consent  for 
leaving  his  service,  that  circumstance  might  have  produced  a 
change  in  his  conduct,  and  disposition  to  leave  his  service.  How- 
ever that  may  be,  we  have  no  hesitancy  in  saying,  that  if  he  in- 
tended to  avoid  paying  for  his  services  for  that  portion  of  the  time 
in  which  he  labored,  two  things  were  necessary  to  be  observed. 
First,  that  no  just  cause  of  complaint  or  dissatisfaction  should  arise 
on  his  part;  secondly,  that  he  should  rely  on  the  contract,  and  re- 
quire a  performance  of  its  provisions  in  all  its  parts,  by  the  plain- 
tiff or  his  son.  In  consequence  of  the  consent  which  he  gave  for 
his  leaving  his  service,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
services  rendered. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 
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Mary  J.  Ramo  v.  David  Wilson,  Jr. 

Bastardy,     Defects  of  form  cured  hy  verdict.    Motion  in  arrest 

of  judgment. 

The  statute,  in  terms,  requires  that  the  original  papers  should  be  returned  to 
the  countj  court,  in  cases  of  this  kind ;  but  if  copies  are  returned,  and  not  ob- 
jected to,  it  is  the  same  as  if  copies  had  been  substituted  by  order  of  tlio  court. 

The  omission  of  the  complainant,  to  sign  the  complaint  at  the  bottom,  if  objected 
in  proper  time,  might  be  good  cause  for  quashing  the  proceedings,  but  after  verdict, 
this  omission  cannot  be  regarded  as  one  of  substance. 
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All  defects  in  form,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  are  cured  by  verdict    Robiey.  JfcNiect, 
7  Vt  419. 


This  was  a  complaint  for  bastardy.  Plea  not  guilty^  and 
trial  by  jury.  The  jury  returned  a  veniict  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty. 

Afler  verdict,  the  defendant  filed  the  following  motion  in  arrest 
of  judgment: — 

^^And  now,  after  verdict  for  said  complainant,  and  .before  judg- 
^  ment  thereon,  the  said  defendant  moves  that  said  judgment  be 
^  arrested  on  said  verdict,  because  he  says,  that  the  said  complain- 
^^  ant  did  not,  at  any  time  before  the  return  of  said  verdict,  upon  her 
'^  oath  in  writing,  declare  herself  to  be  a  single  woman,  with  child, 
^  which  child  being  bom  was  a  bastard,  and  is  still  living,  and  the 
*^  said  David  Wilson,  Jr.,  with  begetting  such  child,  and  of  being 
"  the  father  of  said  child,  before  any  justice  of  the  same  county, 
^'  or  before  John  Shaw,  justice  of  the  peace,  and  apply  to  such 
'^  justice  for  a  warrant  to  issue  against  the  said  David  Wilson,  Jr., 
**  and  return  to  the  clerk  of  this  court,  at  anytime  before  said  trial, 
^^  or  during  the  same,  any  such  original  complaint,  by  her  signed 
^  and  sworn  to,  as  aforesaid,  with  the  original  warrant,  together 
"  with  a  true  record  of  the  doings  of  said  John  Shaw,  or  some 
"  other  justice  of  the  peace,  who  might  properly  recognize  between 
'^  the  parties,  or  any  other  sufficient  complaint  and  warrant,  upon 
"  which  a  proper  issue  of  not  guilty  could  be  formed  for  the  finding 
"  of  said  verdict,  or  to  support  a  judgment  on  said  verdict  for  the 
"  complainant." 

The  county  court,  December  term,  1851, —  Poland,  J.,  pre- 
siding, overruled  the  said  motion,  and  duly  made  an  order  of  affil- 
iation against  the  defendant. 

To  the  decision  of  the  court  overruling  said  motion  in  arrest, 
defendant  excepted. 

M.  Hale  and  Davis  Sf  Dana  for  plaintiff. 

1.  It  is  urged,  as  a  matter  in  arrest,  that  the  complainant  did  noi 
cause  a  return  of  the  original  complaint  exhibited  before  the  magis 
trate,  to  be  made  to  the  county  court,  before  trial,  &c 

This  court,  as  a  court  of  error,  have  nothing  to  do  with  th< 
above  question,  it  being  merely  a  matter  of  practice,  regulated  b; 
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the  county  court,  by  its  own  rules ;  and  furthermore,  the  practical 
construction  of  the  statute  has  been,  to  permit  copies  of  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  justice,  to  be  used  in  the  county  court.  Stsco 
V.  Barman,  9  Vt  129. 

2.  It  is  further  urged,  that  the  complainant  did  not  exhibit  her 
complaint  in  writing  to  the  justice,  or  subscribe  any  complaint,  or 
make  oath  to  the  same.  In  Graves  v.  Adams j  8  Yt.  130,  where  it 
was  moved  to  quash,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  the  complaint 
was  made  on  oath,  the  court  say,  "  Yet  it  does  appear  by  the  justice's 
"  certificate,  that  she  was,  in  fact,  sworn  to  the  complaint,  before 
"  the  warrant  issued."  And  it  appears  by  the  certificate  of  the 
magistrate,  that  the  complainant  was  duly  sworn  to  the  truth  of 
the  complaint,  and  that  she  subscribed  to  the  same  before  the  de- 
fendant was  arrested.  Comp.  Stat.  423,  §  1.  Hobie  v.  McNiecCy 
7  Yu  419. 

J,  D,  Stoddard  and  J,  Potts  for  defendant. 

By  the  Court.  The  statute,  in  terms,  requires  that  the  origi- 
nal papers  should  be  returned  to  the  county  court,  in  cases  of  this 
kind.  But  if  copies  are  returned,  and  not  objected^  to,  it  is  the 
same  as  if  copies  had  been  substituted  by  order  of  the  court. 
Comp.  Stat.,  Chap.  71,  §  5. 

The  omission  of  the  complainant  to  sign  the  complaint,  at  the 
bottom,  if  objected  in  proper  time,  might  have  been  good  cause 
for  quashing  the  proceedings.  But  after  verdict,  we  should  not 
feel  justified  in  regarding  this  omission  as  one  of  substance.  It 
appears  the  complaint  was  made  in  writing,  and  sworn  to  before 
the  magistrate.  The  defendant  appeared  in  the  county  court,  and 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  "  that  he  is  not  guilty,  as  the  complain- 
^  ant,  in  her  said  complaint,  hath  alledged  against  him."  This,  we 
think,  is  a  sufficient  waiver  of  any  mere  informality  in  the  com- 
plaint. And  after  a  general  verdict,  the  defendant  must  be  taken 
to  be  guilty  of  all  the  facts  charged  in  the  complaint,  and  all  others 
fairly  implied  from  those  alledged ;  and  this,  we  think,  makes  a 
sufficient  case  to  warrant  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  county 
court,  and  it  is  affirmed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  the  county  court, 
to  be  there  earned  into  effect.  Rohie  v.  McNiece,  7  Vt.  419,  de- 
cides  that  all  defects  of  form,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  are  cured 
by  verdict. 
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J.  A.  Hadley  v.  Arnold  Havens. 

Lessor  and  Tenant.     Forcible  entry  and  detainer. 

Where  a  tenant  entered  upon  the  farm  of  the  lessor,  under  a  contract,  or  parol 
lease,  for  one  year,  with  the  stipulations,  that  he  would  carry  on  the  fann  in  a 
good  husband-like  manner,  build  a  certain  piece  of  fence,  cut  certain  bushes, 
gather  the  stones  in  a  particular  field,  feed  and  take  care  of  les8or*s  cattle  upon 
said  farm,  and  not  cut  growing  timber  upon  said  farm,  for  Aiel,  &c. ;  it  was  held, 
that  evidence  proving  a  breach  of  such  stipulations,  will  not  sustain  an  action 
on  the  statute  for  "  forcible  entry  and  detainer,*'  and  entitle  the  lessor  to  recov- 
er  the  possession  of  the  premises,  before  the  expiration  of  the  year. 

Chapt.  44,  S  80  of  the  Comp.  Statutes,  provides,  ^*  that  when  the  lessee  of  any  lands, 
**  whether  by  writing  or  parol,  shall  hold  possession  of  the  same  wAmd  ru/kl, 
"  after  breach  of  any  stipulations  contained  in  the  lease  by  the  lessee,  the  person 
**  entitled  to  the  possession  may  be  restored,  &c.'*  It  was  held,  that  the  evident 
intention  of  this  act,  was  to  give  summary  relief  in  those  cases,  where,  for  breach 
of  such  stipulations,  the  action  of  ejectment  would  lie. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  premises 
of  the  plaintiff's,  occupied  by  the  defendant,  situated  in  Waterford, 
as  by  plaintiff's  declaration,  which  is  as  follows : — 

*'  In  a  plea,  that  said  defendant  answer  to  the  complaint  of  said 
^  J.  A.  Hadley,  for  that,  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the  lands 
"  and  tenaments  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit.,  being  twenty-five  acres  of 
<*  land,  and  the  dwelling  house,  and  other  buildings,  all  in  said 
'^  Waterford,  occupied  by  said  defendant,  belonging  to  said  plain- 
<<  tiff,  which  he  holds  unlawfully,  against  the  right  of  the  plainUff, 
"  as  he  says,  to  the  damage,  &;c." 

Plea,  not  guilty,  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  he 
leased  by  parol  to  the  defendant,  a  part  of  his  farm  in  said  Water- 
ford,  from  April  first,  A.  D.  1850,  to  April  first,  A.  D.  1851,  upon 
the  following  conditions  and  stipulations : — 

That  defendant  was  to  carry  on  the  farm  in  a  good  husband- 
like manner,  and  was  to  deliver  to  plaintiff,  on  said  farm,  for  the  use 
of  the  same,  one  half  of  the  produce  which  he  should  raise  on  said 
farm. 

And  also  build  a  particular  piece  of  fence  on  said  farm,  during 
that  spring,  and  cut  a  certain  piece  of  bushes,  during  the  summer 
season, —  pick  up  the  stones  in  a  certain  field  on  said  farm,  and 
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waa  to  cut  none  of  the  growing  timber  on  said  place  for  wood. 

Each  party  was  to  furnish  one  half  of  the  stock,  to  eat  the  haj 
and  forage,  to  be  raised  on  said  land ;  and  that  the  defendant  was 
to  feed  out  said  hay  on  the  farm,  and  take  care  of  and  feed  the 
plaintiff's  cattle,  which  he  should  place  there  to  consume  his  part 
of  said  hay. 

The  plaintiff  also  offered  to  prove,  that  the  defendant  had  not 
carried  on  said  farm  in  a  good  hasband*>like  manner,  that  he  did 
not  build  said  fence  in  the  spring,  and  did  not  build  a  part  of  said 
fence  at  all,  and  that  he  did  not  cut  said  bushes,  or  pick  up  said 
stones,  and  that  he  did  cut  down  some  growing  timber  on  said  farm, 
to  use  f>r  wood.  That  early  in  the  winter,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  defendant  gave  the  plaintiff  notice  that  he 
should  no  longer  take  care  of  and  feed  said  cattle,  which  plaintiff 
had  placed  at  the  bam  on  said  premises,  to  consume  his  half  of 
said  hay,  and  that  thereafter,  defendant  refused  to  feed  said  cattle. 
Bind  that  plaintiff,  therefore,  was  under  the  necessity  of  taking  said 
eatde  away,  and  hiring  them  kept  elsewhere. 

The  court  decided,  that  these  facts  proved,  would  not  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  and  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for 
defendant  To  which  decision  and  direction,  the  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted. 

The  plaintiff  admitted,  that  there  was  no  stipulation  or  reserva- 
tion whatever,  in  said  parol  lease,  that  plaintiff  should  have  any 
right  to  re-enter,  or  determine  said  lease,  upon  the  failure  or  re- 
fusal of  defendant,  to  perform  any  or  all  of  the  stipulations  of  said 
lease,  on  his  part  to  be  performed ;  and,  also,  that  plaintiff's  suit 
was  commenced  during  the  term  for  which  said  farm  was  leased. 


T.  Hale  and  S,  W.  Slade  for  plaintiff. 

Insisted,  that  the  statute,  when  the  contract  is  terminated  by 
lapse  of  time,  and  when  its  stipulations  have  been  violated  by  the 
lessee,  gives  the  same  remedy  absolutely,  without  conditions  or 
qnalifications.     Compare  §  §  23  and  34  of  Chap.  44. 

The  extension  of  the  remedy  to  a  case  of  breach  of  stipulations, 
is  indeed  recent,  not  having  been  adopted  until  1850. 

The  exceptions  show,  that  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  a  violation^ 
on  the  part  of  defendant,  of  nearly  all  the  stipulations  he  had  en- 
tered into,  even  that  which  prohibited  cutting  down  young  timber 

34 
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for  fire-wood ;  a  wanton  act  of  waste,  which,  independent  of  the 
statute,  would  forfeit  his  rights  under  the  lease,  and  justify  the 
plaintiff  in  re-entering,  or  proceeding  in  ejectment.  4  Kent's 
Com.  106.  1  HU.  on  R.  Prop.  279  §  15.  Starr  v.  Jackson^  11 
Mass.  519. 

/.  D.  Stoddard  and  C.  Davia  for  defendant 

Insisted,  that  the  statute,  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  April  first, 
1850,  conferred  the  remedy  sought  in  this  case,  only  when  there 
was  a  wrongful  withholding  of  the  demised  premises ;  that  the  act 
of  1850  was  approved  November  12th,  18$0,  which  was  after 
most  of  the  breaches  assigned,  &c. 

It  is  a  general  rule  in  construing  statutes,  that  thej  are  to  re- 
ceive a  prospective  application,  and  bj  construction,  never  to  <^pe- 
rate  retrospectively,  even  where  they  are  remedial  merely,  unless 
the  contrary  intention  is  expressed,  or  is  manifestly  apparent* 
Whiteman  v.  Hapgood,  8  Mass.  437.  The  Inhabitanti  of  Somenet 
V.  The  Inhahitanti  of  Detghion,  12  Mass.  382.  Also,  TTie  Inhab" 
itanti  of  Medford  v.  Leonard,  16  Mass.  215.  The  3l8t  section  of 
this  statute,  provides,  in  case  of  recovery  in  the  county  court,  when 
there  is  an  appeal  taken,  the  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment  for  all 
rent  due,  up  to  the  time  of  judgment,  notwithstanding  it  exceeds 
thirty  dollars.  We  are  unable  to  conceive  how  the  county  court, 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  can  render  judgment  for  rent. 

By  the  Court.     This  is  a  prosecution  under  the  SOth  section 

• 

of  the  act,  Comp.  Stat.  p.  308,  entitled  "  Forcible  entry  and 
"  detainer,"  in  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  possession  of 
the  premises  described  in  his  writ,  upon  which  the  defendant  has 
entered  under  a  contract,  or  parol  lease,  for  one  year.  The  pro- 
ceedings are  not  attempted  to  be  sustained,  on  the  ground  that  the 
premises  are  detained  by  the  tenant,  after  the  determination  of  the 
lease  by  its  own  limitation,  as  they  were  commenced  before  the 
expiration  of  the  year  embraced  in  their  contract,  but  they  are 
sought  to  be  maintained  on  that  provision  of  the  act,  giving  this 
remedy,  for  the  breach  of  various  stipulations  contained  in  the 
contract. 

The  case  presents  the  question,  whether  the  evidence  offered, 
proves  a  breach  of  such  stipulations,  as  will  sustain  these  proceed- 
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ings,  and  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises. The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove,  that  the  farm  was  not  con- 
ducted in  a  good  husband-like  manner ;  that  a  particular  piece  of 
fence  was  not  built,  during  the  spring,  and  that  part  was  not  built 
at  aU ;  that  certain  bushes  on  the  farm  were  not  cut,  and  the  stone 
in  a  particular  field  gathered ;  that  some  growing  timber  was  cut 
for  fuel ;  and  that  the  defendant  refused,  early  in  the  winter  to 
take  care  of  and  feed  the  plaintiff's  cattle  on  the  farm,  and  that 
he  was  obliged  to  take  them  away  and  provide  for  them  elsewhere. 
These  various  matters  were  stipulated  for,  and  the  defendant  has 
not  performed  them,  and  for  this,  can  these  proceedings  be  sus- 
tained, when  no  provision  for  re-entry  for  such  causes,  was  stipu- 
lated for  by  the  parties  ? 

At  common  law,  a  lessor  could  be  repossessed  of  premises  for 
breach  of  certain  stipulations  contained  in  a  lease,  although  no  re- 
servation was  made  by  the  lessor,  of  the  right  of  re-entry.  In 
snch  case,  however,  the  stipulations  must  be  of  that  character,  the 
breach  of  which  determined  the  interest  of  the  tenant  in  the  prem- 
ises, as  much  so,  as  if  it  had  expired  by  its  own  limitation,  and 
which  would  give  the  lessor  the  right  of  entry  and  possesfdon. 
Such  would  be  the  effect  of  a  breach  of  any  stipulation,  express 
or  implied,  or  of  any  act  of  the  tenant  which  disaffirmed  or  ini» 
pogned  the  title  of  the  lessor,  and  which  tended  to  defeat  or  divest 
the  estate  in  reversion,  as  the  covenant  against  waste,  and  the  like. 
In  those  cases,  no  provision  for  re-entry  is  necessary,  for  the  tenr 
ant's  interest  is  lost,  and  the  lessor  has  an  immediate  right  of  re- 
entry. But  for  the  breach  of  the  various  stipulations  contained  in 
a  lease,  designed  for  the  management  and  tillage  of  the  land,  and 
the  breach  of  which  has  no  tendency  to  deny  the  relation  of  tenant, 
or  the  rights  of  the  lessor  as  such,  the  only  remedy  is,  by  an  action 
for  damages,  unless,  as  a  matter  of  additional  security,  the  right 
of  re-entry  was  secured  in  the  contract  of  the  parties  ;  in  which 
case,  the  lessor  is  placed  upon  the  same  footing  that  he  would  be, 
if  the  interest  of  the  tenant  was  determined  by  any  other  act,  and 
proceedings  may  then  be  sustained  to  be  reinstated  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises.  Co.  Litt.  6,  233,  4.  Williams'  Law  of 
Real  Prop.  321.  15  Com.  Law  Rep.  225.  7  Johns.  232.  4 
Kent's  jGom.  125. 

On  these  principles  it  is  evident,  that  no  proceedings  could  be 
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sustained  at  common  law,  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  premises 
for  the  breach  of  any  stipulations,  complained  of  in  this  case.    For 
they  were  not  of  that  character  that  would  operate  as  a  forfeiture 
of  the  tenant's  interest,  and  no  right  of  re-entry  for  their  breadi, 
was  provided  for  in  their  contract    The  question,  then,  arises  upon 
the  construction  of  our  statute.    It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that 
this  act  has  created  a  tribunal  of  a  special  and  limited  jurisdiction, 
for  the  purpose  of  trying  those  specific  cases  which  are  menticmed 
in  the  act,  and  no  matter  can  be  prosecuted  before  that  court,  but 
such  as  are  within  its  express  letter.    The  object  of  the  act  was 
to  afford  a  sunmiary  relief,  and  avoid  the  expense  and  delay  at- 
tendant upon  the  prosecution  of  an  action  of  ejectment.    It  was 
designed  as  a  statute  for  relief,  not  to  create  new  causes  of  action, 
or  new  matter,  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  real  estate. 
This  was  manifestly  the  case,  under  the  act  of  1797  and  1842, 
where  this  mode  of  proceeding  was  allowed  in  cases  of  forcible 
disseizin,  and  a  holding  over  by  the  tenant    Ejectment  would  lie 
in  each  of  those  cases,  but  this  summary  process  was  given  as  a 
cumulative  remedy.    The  act  of  1850,  Comp.  Stat.  308,  Sec  30, 
under  which  this  proceeding  was  instituted,  has  enlarged  the  juris* 
diction  of  that  court,  in  proceedings  of  this  character.     Before  this 
act,  these  proceedings  could  not  have  been  sustained  for  the  breach 
of  any  stipulations  in  such  contract  or  lease,  whatever  may  have 
been  their  character  or  effect,  as  such  a  cause  was  not  specified  in 
the  act  giving  jurisdiction  to  that  court.     The  only  remedy  was  an 
action  for  damages,  or  in  ejectment,  for  the  breaches  of  those  stip- 
ulations, which  operated  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  tenant's  interest  in 
the  premises.     When  this  act,  therefore,  provided,  "  That  when 
"  the  lessee  of  any  lands,  whether  by  writing  or  parol,  shall  hold 
"  the  possession  of  the  same  without  right,  after  breach  of  any 
"  stipulation  contained  in  the  lease  by  the  lessee,  the  person  enti- 
"  tied  to  the  possession  may  be  restored,  &c."     The  evident  in- 
tention was,  to  give  this  summary  relief  in  those  cases,  where, 
for  breach  of  such  stipulations,  the  action  of  ejectment  would  lie. 
That  a  proper  construction  of  this  act  would  confine  its  effect  to 
those  cases,  is  evident  from  its  language ;   when  the  words  are 
used,  "  after  breach  of  any  stipulation  contained  in  the  lease,"  ref- 
erence is  necessarily  had  to  the  former  words  of  the  act,^  which 
pfovides  that  suck  breach  must  have  the  effect  to  render  the  po0- 
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session  of  the  tenant  <<  vnthout  rights*  or  in  other  words,  that  it 
should  forfeit  his  estate  therein,  so  that  he  can  no  longer  justify 
his  possession  hj  the  contract  or  lease.  This  throws  the  case  upon 
the  ground  where  the  matter  rests  at  common  law,  the  statute 
having  simply  the  effect  of  affording  a  speedy  and  summary  resti- 
iotion  of  the  premises,  in  cases  where  the  party  would  otherwise 
be  under  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  the  action  of  ejectment 
Any  other  construction,  would,  in  its  effect,  he  manifestly  unjust 
and  inequitahle.  For  if  these  proceedings  can  be  sustained,  for 
the  breach  of  any  and  every  stipulation  in  the  lease,  the  tenant 
BiAj  have  gone  into  the  possession  of  the  premises  under  such  a 
eontraGt,  performed  the  labor  for  the  growth  of  his  crops,  and  done 
most  of  the  work  of  the  season  thereon,  and  then  be  deprived  of 
the  whole  by  the  act  of  his  lessor,  for  the  non  performance  of  that, 
which  comparatively,  is  an  unimportant  stipulation  of  the  parties. 
Sach  results  could  not  have  been  intended,  and  to  warrant  them, 
would  require  the  most  clear  and  unequivocal  legislation.  As  the 
matters  offered  to  be  proved,  would  be  insufficient  to  sustain  eject- 
ment, we  think  they  are  equally  so  to  sustain  these  proceedings. 
The  result  is,  that  the  testimony  offered,  was  properly  excluded, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 


RoswELL  Pierce  r.  Frederick  W.  Hoffman  and  Samuel 

W.  Fisher. 

Fraud,     Evidence  of  other  fraudvlent  dealings  when  admissible* 

In  an  action  of  trespass  for  property,  which  the  defendant  claimed  was  fraudulent 
ly  purchased  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  testimony  of  other  fraudulent 
dealings  between  the  parties  about  the  same  tune  of  the  one  in  question,  is  ad- 
miasible,  and  should  go  to  the  jury. 

Trespass  for  a  wagon.  Plea,  the  general  issue,  and  notice  that 
defendants  would  prove,  that  defendant  Hoffman  was  a  creditor 
fii  one  Joel  Butterfield,  that  said  wagon  was  attached  and  sold  as 
the  property  of  said  Butterfield,  defendant  Fisher  acting  as  officer. 
Trial  by  jury.     On  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to 
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prove,  that  he  purchased  the  wagon  of  said  Butterfield,  about  the 
first  of  June,  A.  D.  1850,  before  the  same  was  finished,  for  the 
price  of  forty  dollars,  and  executed  his  note  to  said  Butterfield  for 
that  amount ;  that  plaintiff  bought  and  paid  for  iron  axletrees  for 
the  same,  and  that  a  day  or  two  before  the  wagon  was  attached  by 
defendants,  that  plaintiff  took  possession  of  the  same,  also  that 
plaintiff  had  paid  the  note  he  gave  said  Butterfield  for  the  wagon. 

The  defendants  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  said  But- 
terfield was  insolvent,  and  in  failing  circumstances,  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  of  said  wagon  to  plaintiff,  and  that  the  sale  was  fictitious 
and  colorable,  and  made  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  payment 
of  debts  by  said  Butterfield  ;  that  plaintiff  was  privy  to  such  intent, 
and  that  Butterfield,  a  few  days  after  the  attachment  of  the  wagon, 
absconded  to  Canada ;  also,  that  said  Butterfield  had  a  horse  in 
his  possession,  which  belonged  to  him,  but  the  plaintiff  fraudulent- 
ly claimed  to  own  the  same,  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  attach- 
ed by  the  creditors  of  said  Butterfield,  and  that  said  horse  was  tak- 
en to  Canada  by  said  Butterfield. 

Also  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  a  short  time  before  the 
wagon  was  attached  by  defendants,  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action 
against  said  Butterfield,  and  trusteed  one  Bemiss,  and  that  siud 
suit  was  fictitious  and  fraudulent,  and  brought  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  the  creditors  of  said  Butterfield,  from  attaching  the 
debt  against  Bemiss. 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  admission  of  this  testimony,  but  the 
court  overruled  the  objection,  to  which  the  plaintiff  excepted.  The 
defendants  also  introduced  copies  of  the  attachment  and  proceedings 
against  said  Butterfield,  upon  which  said  wagon  was  sold. 

The  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury  was  not  objected  to,  except 
so  far  as  it  related  to  the  evidence  of  other  fraudulent  dealings  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  said  Butterfield.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case, 
the  court  charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  found  that  about  the  same 
time  of  the  transfer  of  the  wagon  by  Butterfield  to  the  plaintiff 
the  plaintiff  was  fraudulently  concealing  other  property  of  said 
Butterfield,  to  keep  the  same  out  of  the  reach  of  attachment  bj 
his  creditors,  they  should  consider  this  as  evidence  tending  to  shov 
what  was  the  intent  of  the  parties  in  the  transaction  in  questioDf 
but  that  before  any  unlawful  intent  was  inferred  from  other  deal- 
ings between  the  parties,  the  evidence  ought  to  be  dear  that  these 
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other  dealings  and  transactions  were  in  fact  fraudulent  And  if 
the  sale  of  the  wagon  was  upon  good  consideration,  and  bonajide^ 
the  same  could  not  he  avoided,  hecause  the  parties  had  been  en- 
gaged in  other  transactions  which  were  fraudulent. 

.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  ;    the  plaintiff 
excepted  to  so  much  of  the  charge  of  the  court,  as  is  above  detailed. 

H.  S.  BartUtt  and  E.  A,  Cahoon  for  plaintiff. 

Insisted  that  the  first  and  well  established  rule,  governing  in  the 
production  of  evidence,  is  that  the  "  evidence  offered  must  corres- 
pond with  the  allegations,  and  be  confined  to  the  point  in  issue." 
That  this  excludes  collateral  facts,  for  the  reason  that  such  evi- 
dence multiplies  issues,  hence  tends  to  mislead  jurors,  surprise  the 
adverse  party,  embarrass  litigation,  try  not  what  is  set  down  for 
trial,  but  something  else.     1  GreenleaPs  Ev.  120-1-2. 

And  also  insisted  that  the  sale  of  the  wagon  must  be  proved  to 
"be  fraudulent,  in  and  of  itself,  by  direct  evidence,  before  the  intent 
or  knowledge  of  plaintiff  can  be  inquired  into  by  reference  to  for- 
eign or  extraneous  transactions. 

A.  J,  Willard  and  Davis  Sf  Dana  for  defendants. 

Insisted,  that  to  invalidate  the  sale  of  the  wagon,  it  was  neces- 
«ary  to  show  fraudulent  intent  in  Butterfield,  and  knowledge  of 
such  intent  in  plaintiff.  Edgell  v.  Lowell^  4  Vt.  405.  Bridge  v. 
Eggleston,  14  Mass.  250.     Bridge  v.  Hall,  12  Pick.  89. 

That  this  intent  and  knowledge  may  be  proved  by  circumstan- 
ces; and  also  cited  Burhank  v.  Cary,  11  Wend.  83.  2  Wash. 
Dig.  548  §  26. 

By  the  Court.  The  only  question  in  the  present  case  is, 
whether  the  testimony  of  other  fraudulent  dealings  between  the 
parties  about  the  same  time  of  the  one  in  question,  was  properly 
admissible  in  the  case.  The  general  rule  of  evidence  will  un- 
doubtedly exclude  other  independent  transactions.  But  in  a  ques- 
tion of  intention,  like  the  present,  such  evidence  is  admitted,  even 
in  criminal  cases  of  the  gravest  importance. 

It  is  usually  the  only  mode  of  proving  such  matters.  Purpose 
and  intention,  especially  when  there  is  an  obvious  motive  for  dis- 
guise, is  only  to  be  reached  by  inference,  and  safe  inference  can 
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almost  now  be  made  from  a  single  transaction,  especiallj  when  the 
form  of  the  act  is  in  itself  indifferent  and  of  hourly  occurrence. 
This  kind  of  evidence  is  always  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  es- 
tablishing the  fact  of  guilty  knowledge,  in  uttering  forged  paper 
or  coin,  and  is  carried  much  farther  in  our  practice  than  in  Eng- 
land. But  where  any  considerable  doubt  rests  upon  the  cotempo- 
raneous  transactions,  they  weigh  nothing,  and  so  the  jury  were  told 
in  this  case. 

But  in  cases  of  this  kind  there  is  a  probable  connection  in  a  se- 
ries of  sales,  nearly  at  the  same  time,  the  result  of  which,  is  to 
strip  a  man  of  his  available  property  and  enable  him  to  leave  the 
country.  It  would  be  impossible,  generally,  to  show  the  object 
and  intention  of  the  parties,  without  allowing  everything  to  come 
into  the  case,  which  might  fairly  be  supposed  to  have  a  connection 
with  the  general  design  to  be  ultimately  accomplished.  *  A  fraud- 
ulent transaction  between  the  same  parties,  which  had  no  connec- 
tion with  the  particular  failure,  might  not  be  competent  evidence. 
But  all  which  regarded  the  very  failure  and  absconding,  and  it 
would  seem  the  testimony  objected  to  had  such  connection,  should 
go  before  the  jury.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would  be  in  the  power 
of  parties,  by  subdividing  such  transactions,  to  altogether  destroy 
the  force  of  the  evidence  resulting  from  their  general  character. 

The  charge  of  the  court  upon  this  point  seems  to  have  been  un- 
exceptionable. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Eeuben    Chaplin  and   Others   r.  L.  D.  Hill  and  Johk 

Stiles. 

Prudential  Committees  of  School  Districts,  their  power.     School 
Districts,  their  control  of  School  Houses. 

By  implication^  the  pradential  committee  of  a  school  district  must  have  the  right 
to  occupy  the  school  house,  when  the  school  is  in  operation ;  but  the  statute 
or  implications  growing  out  of  the  general  powers  and  duties  of  the  prudentisi 
committee,  does  not  give  him  the  exclusive  control  of  the  school  house,  in  his 
district,  that  power  must  be  in  the  district. 
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Where  a  district,  at  a  meeting  for  that  purpose,  voted  to  have  a  private  school  in 
the  school-house,  and  nothing  appeared,  but  if  it  had  been  permitted  to  proceed, 
it  would  have  answered  all  the  purposes  of  a  public  school,  and  been  open  to  all 
the  children  in  the  district,  and  taught  all  the  branches  of  common  school  in- 
stmction  enumerated  in  the  statute,  and  no  others ;  imder  these  circumstances, 
it  was  held,  that  there  was  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the  district,  in 
mUowing  the  school  to  continue  there  ybr  the  time  being  merely ;  but  that  the  dis- 
trict clearly  could  not  confer  any  exclusive  right  to  the  possession  of  the  school- 
boose,  for  any  definite  time,  upon  any  one. 

1X  was  also  held,  that  the  privilege,  which  was  conferred  upon  the  plaintiffs  was  of 
a  l^ally  beneficial  character,  and  the  defendants  for  causelessly  and  wantonly 
di8tnri>lng  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  same,  are  liable  to  an  action,  and 
that  case  is  the  appropriate  remedy. 

The  inhabitants  of  the  school  district  have  no  estate  in  any  form,  in  the  property 
belonging  to  the  district,  and  the  district  alone  can  bring  trespass  quare  clautmn 
frtgiL 

This  was  an  action  on  the 

CasB)  to  recover  damages  against  the  defendants,  for  preventing 
the  plaintiffs  from  occupying  a  certain  school-house.  Plea,  gener- 
al issue,  and  notice  of  special  matter,  and  trial  by  jury. 

It  was  admitted  on  trial,  that  school  district  No.  6,  in  Waterford, 
was  a  regularly  organized  district,  and  that  the  school  house  in 
said  district,  belonged  to  said  district,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
all  residents  and  voters  in  said  district.  It  was  also  admitted  that 
defendant  Stiles,  was  at  the  time,  the  prudential  commit  tee  in  said 
district. 

The  plaintiffs  then  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  in 
the  month  of  September,  1848,  the  plaintiffs  employed  a  teacher, 
and  set  up  a  private  school  in  the  schoc^-house  in  said  district,  the 
teacher  being  a  daughter  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  other 
plaintiffs  sending  their  children  to  the  school.  That  before  the 
school  commenced,  the  defendant  Stiles  was  applied  to  for  the  key 
of  the  school-house,  which  he  declined  to  furnish. 

The  plaintiffs  then  procured  a  key  which  would  open  the  door, 
and  the  school  was  kept  for  one  or  two  days,  when  the  defendants 
went  and  fastened  the  door  of  the  school-house,  upon  the  inside ; 
an  application  was  thereupon  made  to  the  derk  of  the  school  dis- 
trict, to  call  a  school  meeting,  and  that  a  school  meeting  was  called 
and  holden  on  the  second  day  of  October,  1848,  at  which  meeting 
a  vote  was  passed  to  have  a  private  school  in  the  school-house. 
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The  plaintiffs  offered  the  records  of  the  district,  of  the  proceediDgs 
of  this  meeting  in  evidence,  to  which  defendants  objected,  as  not 
supporting  the  plaintiffs'  declaration ;  but  the  same  were  admitted, 
to  which  defendants  excepted. 

The  plaintiffs  then  proved,  that  after  said  meeting  plaintiffs 
again  commenced  their  school  in  the  school-house,  that  the  same 
was  continued  for  three  days,  when  the  defendants  went  to  the 
school-house,  and  removed  the  stove  and  pipe,  and  windows  of  the 
house,  whereby  the  house  was  placed  in  such  condition,  that  plain- 
tiffs were  prevented  from  continuing  their  school  in  the  house,  and 
that  they  were  obliged  to  procure  another  place  for  the  same. 

The  defendants  claimed,  that  this  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to 
entitle  plaintiffs  to  recover,  especially  in  this  form  of  action. 

But  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  upon  the  facts  admitted 
in  the  case,  if  the  jury  found  the  facts,  which  plaintiffs'  evidence 
tended  to  prove,  to  be  true,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  To  the  charge 
of  the  court  and  refusal  to  charge  as  requested  the  defendants  ex- 
cepted. 

E.  A,  Gahoon  and  H.  S.  BariUU  for  defendants. 

1.  The  action  should  be  trespass  instead  of  case.  The  plaintiff^ 
whether  legally  or  otherwise,  had  the  exclusive  possession  of  the 
locus  in  quo,  and  held,  as  they  alledge,  by  virtue  of  a  lease  from 
the  district.  The  acta  charged  to  have  been  conmiitted  by  defend- 
ants, by  which  the  possession  of  plaintiffs  was  disturbed,  were  di- 
rectly the  result  of  force,  hence  trespass,  •  How  then,  since  injury 
to  possession  is  the  gist  of  the  action,  can  case  be  sustained  ?  For 
injuries  to  the  reversion,  the  landlord  must  sue  in  case  ;  and  for 
injuries  to  the  possession,  the  tenant  must  sue  in  trespass. 

The  case  of  BakersjUld  Gong,  Soc,  v.  Barker  Sf  Potter,  15  Vt. 
119,  relied  upon  by  plaintiffs  does  not  support  their  position.  In 
that  case,  the  court  held  the  possession  to  be  in  a  third  person, — 
the  Union  Society,  instead  of  plaintiffs ;  on  page  129,  Williams, 
J.  says,  ^Hhe  plaintiffs  could  have  sustained  trespass,  had  the 
Union  Society  surrendered  to  them  the  exclusive  possession."  It 
thus  becomes,  we  think,  a  conclusive  authority  for  defendants. 

2.  The  district  records  were  improperly  admitted  to  prove  a 
lease  or  dedication  of  school-house  to  the  plaintiffs.  And  there  is 
a  fatal  variance  between  the  declaration  and  proof. 
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The  declaration  alledges  a  lease  of  the  school-house  to  plaintiffs 
"  on  the  2d  day  of  October,  1848,  during  the  remainder  of  the  fall 
then  commenced,  or  until  it  should  be  occupied  by  the  district  for 
a  winter  school."     The  record  proves  nothing  of  the  kind. 

3.  The  district  had  no  power  to  grant  the  use  of  their  school- 
house  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  purposes  alledged.  Existing  solely 
by  virtue  of  the  statute,  its  corporate  rights  are  strictly  defined,  and 
are  extended  to  no  purpose  save  that  specially  contemplated  by 
law,  viz.  a  common  schooL 

4.  Plaintiffs  are  joint  tenants  in  common  with  defendants,  and 
hence  cannot  sue  each  other  at  common  law,  excepting  actions  of 
account,  or  where  there  has  been  a  destruction  of  company  prop- 
erty. 

5.  The  suit  can  be  sustained,  if  at  all,  only  by  the  district 

O.  T.  Brown  and  J,  D.  Stoddard  for  plaintiffs. 

Defendant  Stiles  can  no  more  justify,  under  authority  of  his  of- 
fice, the  act  complained  of,  than  any  other  member  of  the  district 
The  school-house  belonged  to  the  district,  as  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, having  the  dominion,  direction,  subject  to  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  same  by  its  individual  members,  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  schools  therein,  which  might  be  supported  by  private 
contribution,  or  under  the  authority  of  the  district 

The  district,  therefore,  for  the  removing  of  the  vrindows  by  the 
defendants,  and  carr3dng  away  the  furniture,  or  for  any  other  di- 
rect injury  to  their  property,  &c,  can  maintain  ca^e  only. 

If  these  inferences  are  sound,  the  school  house  being  unoccupied, 
the  plaintiffs  had  the  right  to  use  it  for  a  subscription  or  private 
school,  independent  of  any  direction  of  the  district ;  this  disposes 
of  the  question  of  variance.  People  v.  RunkUy  9  Johns.  147. 
Duke  of  Newcastle  v.  Clarkj  2  Moore,  666.  Bakersjield  Cong. 
Soc.  V.  Barker  et  oiL,  119. 

By  the  Coubt.  One  question  made  in  this  case  seems  to  be, 
how  far  the  prudential  committee  of  a  school  district  may  be  said 
to  have  an  exclusive  control  of  the  district  school-house.  This 
must  depend  upon  the  statute.  The  district  must  possess  this 
control  for  all  legitimate  purposes,  unless  it  is  given  to  the  pruden- 
tial committee  by  the  statute. 
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But  the  statute  does  not  seem  in  terms  to  liaye  oonferred  anj 
such  exclusive  conti*ol  of  the  school-house  upon  the  committee. 
He  is  to  keep  the  school-house  in  "  good  order  ;**  to  see  that  fuel 
and  furniture,  &&,  are  provided ;  and  in  regard  to  employing  and 
removing  teachers,  he  has,  hy  express  statute,  the  excladve  con- 
trol. And,  by  implioation,  he  must  have  the  right  to  occupy  the 
school-house,  when  the  school  is  in  operation,  or  else  his  power  to 
appoint  and  remove  teachers  would  be  of  very  little  importanoe. 
Beyond  this,  we  do  not  perceive  anything  in  the  statute,  or  the 
implications  growing  out  of  the  general  powers  and  duties  of  pru- 
dential committees  of  school  districts,  which  should  give  them  the 
exclusive  control  of  the  school-house,  in  their  district.  If  not, 
that  must  be  in  the  district 

The  question  then  arisen,  whether  the  districts  can  give  pennis- 
sion  to  have  their  school-houses  used  for  such  purposes  as  private 
schools.  They  evidently  could  not  put  them  to  uses  altogether 
aside  of  the  general  objects  of  their  erection.  They  could  not,  at 
once,  erect  them  into  academies  or  colleges.  But  we  think  the 
statute  did  purpose  to  give  them  considerable  latitude  in  this  mat- 
ter. They  may  raise  money  by  subscription,  or  apportioned  upon 
the  scholars  who  attend  the  school,  for  the  support  of  schools. 
This  school  was  probably  somewhat  different  from  one  supported 
in  either  of  these  modes,  and  was  not  a  public  school.  But  noth- 
ing appears,  but  if  it  had  been  permitted  to  proceed,  it  would  have 
answered  all  the  purposes  of  a  public  school,  and  been  open  to  all 
the  children  in  the  district,  and  taught  all  the  branches  of  common 
school  instruction  enumerated  in  the  statute,  and  no  others. 

Under  these  circumstances,  we  see  nothing  inconsistent  with  the 
rights  of  the  district,  in  allowing  the  school  to  continue  there  far 
the  time  being  merely.  The  district  clearly  could  not  confer  any 
exclusive  right  to  the  possession  of  the  school-house,  for  any  defi- 
nite time,  upon  any  one.  But  while  they  could  not  use  it  for 
a  school  themselves,  we  do  not  perceive  any  perversion  of  the  gen- 
eral rights  and  duties  of  districts,  to  allow  them  to  license  others 
to  give  similar  instruction  therein,  upon  terms  which  they  approve. 

This  being  a  power  of  this  subordinate  and  limited  character, 
which  was  conferred  upon  the  plaintiffs,  they  clearly  could  not 
sustain  an  action  of  trespass  qu.  clau.  for  a  violation  of  it.  If  they 
have  any  redress  for  the  inconvenience  which  they  sustained,  it 
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must  be  by  an  action  upon  the  case.  And  it  seems  to  us,  that  the 
privilege  which  was  conferred  upon  the  plaintiffs  was  of  a  legally 
beneficial  character,  and  that  the  defendants,  for  thus  causelessly 
and  wantonly  disturbing  them  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  same,  are 
justly  liable  to  an  action,  and  if  to  any,  to  this  action.  As  to  the 
form  of  action,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  case,  in  principle,  is  not  es- 
sentially different  from  that  of  The  Bakersfield  Society  v.  Barker 
4*  PotUr^  15  Yt  119.  The  inhabitants  of  the  school  district  have 
no  estate  in  any  form,  in  the  property  belonging  to  the  district. 
The  district  alone  could  bring  trespass  qu.  clau,  undoubtedly. 

The  plaintiffs  are  not  directly  damnified  by  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendants ;  the  damage  to  them  is  not  the  injury  to  the  school-house, 
but  this  ii  the  damage  to  the  district.  The  injury  to  plaintiffs,  is 
indirect^  it  is  the  consequential  injury  to  their  privilege  of  using 
the  building  for  the  time  being,  for  a  particular  purpose.  The  in- 
jury to  them  would  have  been  no  more,  if  the  school-house  had 
been  absolutely  destroyed,  and  no  less,  if  they  had  been  denied 
the  exercise  of  their  right  or  privilege  in  any  other  way. 

Judgment  afiirmed. 


Paul  Gbat  v.  Johx  Flowers. 
Plea  in  abatement.     Demurrer. 

A  plea  in  abatement,  where  defendant  pleads,  "  that  the  said  writ  abate,  because 
'*he  says  that  said  writ  was  served  upon  this  defendant,  more  than  sixty  days 
"  before  the  time  therein  appointed  for  trial,  to  wit :  said  writ  was  served  July 
**&tb,  1861,  and  the  time  set  for  trial  therein,  is  September  4th,  1851,  and  has  not 
**  been  served  at  any  other  time  since  said  5th  day  of  July,  and  this  the  said  de 
•*  fendant  is  ready  to  verify,  by  the  record,  Wherefore,  he  prays,  that  the  same 
"may  be  quashed,"  was  held  sufficient  on  special  demurrer. 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  as  this  plea  verifies  the  facts,  by  the  record,  It  may  be 
treated  as  a  motion  to  dismiss,  and  as  such  is  sufficient. 

In  a  plea  in  abatement,  praying  that  the  writ  may  be  quashed,  is  equivalent  to  a 
prayer  of  judgment  of  the  writ,  and  one  prayer  of  judgment,  in  one  plea,  is  suf- 
ficient. 
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This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  for  selling  and  warranting  to 
plaintiff,  a  certain  horse  as  sound,  but  which  was  unsound,  origi- 
nally commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  came  to  the 
county  court  by  appeal. 

The  defendant  filed  the  following  plea  in  abatement : — ^^  And 
^  the  said  John  Flowers,  comes,  &c.,  and  pleads,  that  the  said  writ 
"  abate,  because  he  says,  that  said  writ  was  served  upon  this  de- 
'*  fendant,  more  than  sixty  days  before  the  time  therein  appointed 
"for  trial,  to  wit.:  said  writ  was  served  July  5th,  1851,  and  the 
"time  set  for  trial  therein,  is  September  4th,  1851,  and  has  not 
"  been  served  at  any  other  time  since  said  fifth  day  of  July,  and  this 
"  the  said  defendant  is  ready  to  verify,  by  the  record,  Wherefore  he 
"prays,  that  the  same  be  quashed,  and  for  his  costs." 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  setting  forth  as  cause  of  de- 
murrer, "  that  the  said  defendant  hath  not  in  his  said  plea,  prayed 
"judgment  of  said  writ,  and  that  the  plea  aforesaid  is  otherwise 
"uncertain,  insufficient,  and  wants  form." 

The  county  court,  December  term,  1851, —  Poland,  J.,  pre- 
siding, adjudged  that  the  plea  was  sufficient,  and  that  the  writ 
abate.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

Bartlett,  Bingham  and  Roberts  for  plaintiff. 

It  is  not  sufficient,  that  the  subject  matter  of  the  plea  is  a  just 
ground  of  abatement,  but  it  must  be  formally  set  forth,  ^th  a 
proper  commencement  and  conclusion.     2  Saunders  209,  note  1. 

In  Hixon  v.  Binns,  3  T.  R.  186,  the  plea  concluded  with  pray- 
ing judgment,  *Mf,"  (instead  of  "of,")  the  plaintiff's  bill,  which 
was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer.  And  the  authority  of  that  case 
was  recognized  in  Landon  v.  Roberts^  20  Vt.  286.  , 

Where  the  defendant  pleads  in  abatement  to  the  writ,  matters 
apparent  on  the  face  of  it,  he  should  begin,  as  well  as  end  his  plea, 
by  praying  of  the  writ,  and  that  the  same  may  be  quashed.  But 
when  the  plea  is  for  matter  dehors,  as  misnomer,  &c.,  the  plea 
should  only  conclude  with  that  prayer.  12  Modem  525.  10  East 
87.     20  Vt.  286. 

H.  S.  Bartlett  for  defendant. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  demurrer  being  special,  "  can  reach  no 
"  other  faults  in  form,  than  those  specially  assigned  for  cause  o^ 
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"demurrer;  for  as  to  others,  it  is  in  effect,  a  general  demurrer,  &c" 
Gould's  PL  468,  §  19.     1  Saunders'  PI.  &  Ev.  499. 

The  defendant  '^  prays  that  the  writ  may  he  quashed,  and  for 
"  his  costs,"  the  legal  meaning  and  effect  of  which  is  the  same,  as 
prayer  of  judgment  of  the  said  writ,  and  this  heing  the  case,  ^^  it  is 
"  the  duty  of  the  court  to  render  such  a  judgment  as  the  legal 
"^effect  of  the  pleading  requires."     Gould's  PI.  298,  §  156. 

Bt  the  Coubt.  The  only  defect  in  this  plea,  which  is  urged 
upon  our  consideration,  is,  that  the  plea  does  not  hegin  and  con- 
clude hy  praying  judgment  of  the  writ,  and  that  the  same  ahate. 
It  is  said  in  Landon  v.  RohertSy  20  Vt  289,  that  such  an  omission 
would  scarcely  he  regarded  as  fatal.  And  the  case  of  Hixon  v. 
BinnSj  3  T.  R.  186,  is  there  douhted,  one  point  which  is  there  in- 
timated, that  a  defect  in  a  plea  in  abatement  might  be  regarded  as 
fatal  on  special  demurrer,  and  not  on  general  demurrer,  has  never 
been  considered  sound.  The  other  defect  in  the  plea  there,  was, 
that  in  the  conclusion  it  prayed  judgment  "if"  the  writ,  instead  of 
^  of"  the  writ,  which  in  strictness  made  the  plea  nonsensical,  or 
rather  amounted  to  a  prayer  that  the  writ  should  not  abate. 

Asking  if  a  thing  shall  be  done,  oflen  implies  a  desire  to  the 
contrary.  It  is  said,  that  praying  that  the  writ  may  be  quashed, 
'  is  not  equivalent  to  a  prayer  of  judgment  of  the  writ,  that  it  abate. 
Bat  this  we  do  not  comprehend.  The  two  things  seem  to  us  the 
same,  and  we  think  one  prayer  of  judgment  in  one  plea,  is  as  good 
as  more.' 

And  as  this  plea  verifies  the  facts,  by  the  record,  it  may  be 
treated  as  a  motion  to  dismiss,  and  as  such  is  sufficient.  Judgment 
affirmed. 
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William  M.  Curtiss  v.  George  Greekbanks. 
Book  Account     Tender* 

The  balance  fotrnd  due  by  the  auditor,  is  conclusive,  so  far  as  the  account  is  coo- 
corned,  on  both  parties,  if  no  exception  is  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  auditor  in 
ascertaining  that  amount. 

Where  bank  bills  were  placed  on  the  table  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  tlie 
amount  stated,  and  capable  of  being  taken  into  immediate  possession,  if  plaintiff 
had  been  willing  to  receive  it.  and  was  duly  paid  to  the  auditor,  and  is  bron^t 
into  court,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  good  tender,  and  sufficiently  ooofonnoble 
to  all  legal  requirements. 

Where  money  is  tendered  and  refHised,  the  person  tendering  it  is  at  liberty  to  use  it 
as  his  own,  all  he  is  under  obligation  to  do,  is  to  be  ready  at  all  times,  to  pay 
the  debt  in  current  money,  when  requested. 

But  if  the  tender  is  of  specific  articles,  the  property  tendered  cannot  be  retaken, 
or  disposed  of  in  any  way,  by  the  person  tendering. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  an  auditor  appointed,  who  reported  the  facts 
substantially  as  follows : — 

The  defendant,  (who  owned  a  woolen  factory,  in  Bamet,  Vt) 
in  the  month  of  November,  1849,  through  an  agent  authorized  for 
the  purpose,  hired  the  plaintiff,  as  a  master  carder,  and  one  Rob- 
ertson, as  a  master  spinner,  to  work  in  his  factory,  the  plaintiff  at 
$1.25  per  day,  and  the  said  Robinson  at  $1.50  per  day.  They 
came  on  to  Bamet  from  Lawrence,  Mass.,  on  the  17th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1849,  to  commence  work  for  defendant,  under  said  hiring. 

The  defendant  was  unwell  at  the  time,  and  when  plaintiff  reach- 
ed Bamet,  was  violently  sick  and  deranged,  and  remained  so  about 
three  weeks  after  plaintiff's  arrival.  When  the  defendant  had  so 
far  recovered,  as  to  know  that  the  plaintiff  and  said  Robertson  had 
come,  he  sent  for  them  to  come  to  his  room,  and  had  an  interview 
with  them.  On  this  occasion,  the  defendant  told  plaintiff  and  said 
Robertson,  that  owing  to  his  sickness,  it  was  uncertain  when  he 
should  be  able  to  start  his  mill,  and  that  he  could  not  afford  to  pay 
them  the  wages  agreed  upon,  and  that  under  the  circumstances,  if 
they  insisted  on  the  contract  price,  he  would  pay  tliem  up,  and  let 
them  return ;  but  if  they  saw  fit  to  remain,  he  would  do  what  was 
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right,  with  regard  to  their  wages.  To  this  last  proposition,  plain- 
tiff and  said  Robinson  assented  and  agreed,  and  they  remained 
until  the  mill  was  put  in  operation,  in  March,  and  then  commenced 
work  at  the  business  for  which  they  were  hired.  Up  to  this  time, 
plaintiff  worked  for  defendant,  whenever  any  thing  offered,  and  as 
occasion  required,  and  spent  some  time  at  work  on  defendant's 
machinery  in  the  mill,  but  for  the  most  part  had  his  time  to  him- 
self. 

The  defendant  offered  to  prove,  that  plaintiff  was  not  a  skillful 
band  at  the  business,  for  which  he  was  hired.  To  this,  plaintiff 
objected,  on  the  ground  that  defendant's  remedy,  in  that  case, 
would  have  been  to  discharge  him,  failing  to  do  so,  he  was  liable 
for  the  contract  price.  The  auditor  admitted  evifh'iice  on  this 
point,  and  it  was  proved  that  plaintiff  was  not  equnl  to  the  recom- 
mendation which  was  sent  to  defendant,  by  the  nf^ent  who  hired 
him ;  that  he  never  had  charge  of  a  card-room  b(:ii)i\s  as  master 
carder.  This  testimony  was  considered  by  the  auditor,  and  had 
an  influence  in  fixing  upon  plaintiff's  wages. 

Although  defendant  so  far  regained  his  henltli,  as  to  start  liis 
mill  and  keep  it  in  operation,  from  some  time  in  Marcli,  to  the  middle; 
of  May,  he  was  then  obliged  to  give  up  the  business,  (in  consequence- 
of  ill  health,)  and  leased  his  factory  on  the  loth  day  of  ^lay,  1 8ij0  ;  % 
settlement  was  then  made  with  said  Robertson,  »vhf)  acce])t<'d  seven 
shillings  per  day,  and  the  plaintiff's  account  was  made  out  at  five 
shillings  per  day,  and  presented  to  him  for  settlement  on  several 
occasions,  to  which  he  made  no  objection,  except  as  to  amount  of' 
wages.  That  on  one  occasion,  before  the  corinicTioenient  of  this, 
action,  plaintiff  was  sent  for,  and  went  to  detendant's  si*k  room,, 
for  the  purpose  of  attempting  a  settlement;  the  account  was  then 
laid  out  on  the  table,  and  the  balance,  $o3.00  in  }>'ink  bills  and  44 
cents  in  change,  was  placed,  with  the  account,  on  i\  ta>)le  in  the 
room,  in  plaintiff's  presence,  by  defendant's  book  koc^per ;  and  he 
was  told  the  same  was  ready  for  him,  though  it  was  not  formally 
presented,  or  handed  out  to  him.  >Jo  objection  was  made  to  the 
kind  of  money. 

Subsequent  to  this,  the  defendant  ascertained  that  one  Stevens 
had  charged  him  one  dollar  extra,  lor  use  of  a  team,  which  the- 
plaintiff  was  furnished  to  go  to  St.  Johnsbury,  on  deft  udant's  busi- 
ness, but  which  he  drove  around  by  Danville  on  his  return,  on  his 
xxiT.  35 
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own  account ;  defendant  added  this  to  his  account  against  plaintiff, 
making  plaintiff's  balance  one  dollar  less  than  was  tendered  as 
above,  (if  deemed  a  tender,)  and  this  sum  of  $52.44  was  placed 
in  the  auditor's  hands,  on  the  hearing,  and  is  brought  into  court, 
though  not  the  identical  money  previously  offered.  It  did  not 
appear  that  the  defendant  placed  the  said  money  in  any  particalar 
person's  hands,  and  kept  the  same  in  readiness  for  plaintiff;  nor 
did  it  appear  that  plaintiff  had  ever  called  for  the  same. 

The  auditor  found  due  plaintiff  on  the  15th  day  of  May,  A.  D. 
1850,  a  balance  of  fifty-two  dollars  and  forty-four  cents. 

The  county  court,  December  term,  1851, — Pol  and,  J.,  pre- 
siding, accepted  the  report  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
thereon.     Exceptions  by  defendant. 

M.  Hale  and  A.  Underwood  for  defendant 

1.  The  tender  in  bills  was  good,  not  being  objected  to  on  that 
account  3  Stephens  N.  P.  2603 — 4.  Snow  v.  Perryj  9  Pick. 
539.     Warren  v.  Mains,  7  Johns.  476. 

2.  The  finding  of  the  auditor,  shows  that  the  plaintiff  must 
have  understood  it  as  a  tender  for  the  account,  and  he  might  have 
taken  it  if  he  would.  It  is  also  manifest,  that  the  only  reason  of 
his  declining,  was,  he  claimed  more.  Sargent  v.  Graham^  5  N.  H. 
440. 

3.  A  tender  of  $53.44,  is  a  good  tender  for  $52.44,  as  the  former 
embraces  the  latter,  &c.     But  in  book  account  there  is  no  jiUa  of 
a  tender.     The  technicalities  of  pleading  are  dispensed  with.    If 
the  money  in  fact  be  tendered  before  the  suit,  it  is  snfiicient  to 
prove  the  fact  before  the  auditor,  and  lodge  the  money  with  the 
auditor,  provided  the  same  be  returned  by  him  into  court,  with 
the  report.     1  Selwyn  N.  P.  152 — 3,  and  note  83.     3  Stephens 
N.  P.  2605.     Dean  v.  JameSy  4  B.  &  A.  546.     Woodcock  v.  Clarkj 
18  Vt  333. 

4.  That  defendant  did  not  bring  the  same  identical  money  into 
<court,  makes  no  difference.  One  gold  eagle  tendered,  is  no  more 
•or  less  than  another  gold  eagle  brought  into  court  Formerly  t 
tender  after  dark  was  not  good,  but  now  a  tender  in  the  evening 
is  held  good.  Thomas  v.  Hayden^  cited  in  Sweet  v.  Harding,  19 
Vt  587. 

J".  Potts  for  plaintiff. 
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Insisted,  that  the  tender  should  be  held  inoperative,  for  the  rea- 
sons,—  Isty  that  it  was  insufficient  as  to  amount.  2d,  that  it  was 
not  properly  kept  and  presented  to  the  auditor. 

It  appears  from  the  auditor's  report,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
keep  the 'money  in  readiness  for  plaintiff,  and  that  the  money  pro- 
duced before  the  auditor,  was  not  the  same,  either  in  denomination 
or  quality. 

This  was  defeated  by  defendant  producing  a  less  sum  before  the 
auditor,  than  that  tendered.  The  plaintiff  could  not  have  avoided 
the  tender,  if  otherwise  good,  by  a  demand  and  refusal  of  a  larger 
sum  than  that  tendered,  but  must  demand  the  precise  sum.  Chit, 
on  Con.  802,  and  cases  there  cited.  Thetford  v.  Hubbardy  22  Yt. 
440.  And  can  it  be  said  that  defendant  may  tender  such  sum  as 
he  pleases,  and  produce  another  and  less  sum  ? 

Bt  the  Coukt.  The  auditor,  in  this  case,  has  reported  the 
sum  of  $52.44,  as  being  the  balance  due  the  plaintiff  on  the  15th 
day  of  May,  1850.  This  balance,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff's  account 
is  coDcemed,  is  conclusive  on  both  these  parties,  as  no  exceptions 
bjf  the  plaintiff  were  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  auditor,  in  ascer- 
taining that  amount.  We  are,  therefore,  to  regard  that  sum  as 
the  balance  really  due  at  that  time  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  question  arising  in  this  case,  is  upon  the  tender  of  $53.44, 
made  on  this  account,  shortly  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action.  No  question  has  been  urged,  but  that  a  legal  tender  can 
be  made  in  cases  of  this  character,  if  all  the  legal  formalities  have 
been  observed  in  making  it.  The  auditor  has  reported,  that  at 
the  time,  the  parties  met  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  settlement, 
that  the  above  sum,  as  now  allowed  by  the  auditor,  was  then 
presented  by  defendant,  as  the  balance  due  from  him.  On  that 
occasion,  the  sum  of  $53  in  bank  bills,  and  44  cents  in  change, 
was  counted  out,  and  placed  with  the  account,  on  the  table  in  the 
room,  in  the  plaintiff's  presence,  and  he  was  informed  that  it  was 
ready  for  him.  If  the  character  of  the  money  tendered  had  been 
objected  to,  it  is  evident  that  it  would  not  amount  to  a  legal  tender. 
The  authorities,  however,  are  uniform  upon  the  subject,  that  a 
tender  in  bank  bills  is  good,  if  the  creditor  places  his  refusal  to 
receive  the  money  on  other  grounds,  or  makes  no  objection  to  the 
tender,  on  the  express  ground  that  it  is  in  bank  notes.     The  auditor 
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has  stated,  that  no  ohjections  of  that  character  were  made,  but 
were  confined  to  the  sum  allowed  for  his  wages.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  either,  but  that  there  was  a  sufficient  offer  of  the  monej 
to  answer  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  this  respect  It  was 
placed  on  the  table  in  his  presence,  its  amount  stated,  an'd  capable 
of  being  taken  into  immediate  possession,  if  he  had  been  willing 
to  receive  it,  and  this  was  duly  paid  to  the  auditor,  and  is  in  court 
This  tender  is  good,  and  sufficiently  conformable  to  all  legal  re- 
quirements, and  particularly  so,  as  no  objections  to  any  informality 
were  made ;  and,  unless  made  at  the  time,  it  will  be  a  waiver  of 
such  objections,  as  well  as  of  the  character  of  the  money  tendered. 
Smith's  Mer.  Law  625,  7.  4  B.  &  Ad.  546.  2  M.  &  W.  86.  8 
M.  &  W.  298.     2  Greenl.  Evid.  §  600  to  604. 

The  objections  to  this  tender,  are  urged,  first,  that  the  amount 
originally  tendered  was  $58.44,  but  the  amount  paid  into  court 
was  but  $52.44.  This  last  sum  is  all  that  is  really  due  the  plain- 
tiff, and  all  he  can  honestly  demand,  as  found  by  the  auditor.  The 
amount  of  the  indebtedness  as  agreed  to  by  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  tender,  was  really  less  by  one  dollar,  in  consequence 
of  the  last  item  in  defendant's  account  not  being  then  reckoned,  as 
the  defendant  was  then  ignorant  of  the  charge,  but  it  was  within 
the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  he  suppressed. 

It  is  not  for  him,  therefore,  to  insist  upon  an  acknowledgement 
so  made  by  that  tender,  under  an  ignorance  of  facts,  which  it  was 
his  duty  at  that  time  to  have  removed.  The  defendant  has  done 
all  that  should  be  required  of  him  to  do,  to  be  ready  at  all  times 
to  pay  the  amount  really  due,  when  demanded,  and  at  the  proper 
time  to  pay  the  same  into  court.  It  has  also  been  objected,  that 
this  tender  is  of  no  jivail,  from  the  fact,  that  the  money  paid  into 
court,  was  not  the  identical  money  previously  offered  or  tendered. 
And  it  has  been  insisted,  that  to  keep  a  tender  good,  the  party 
must  keep  the  identical  money  offered,  ready  to  be  paid  over,  on 
demand,  or  in  a  proper  time  to  pay  the  same  in  court.  This  prin- 
ciple, whatever  may  be  the  rule  in  relation  to  the  tender  of  specific 
articles,  can  have  no  application  to  the  tender  of  money,  or  that 
which  the  parties  have  treated  as  equivalent  to  the  current  coin  of 
the  country.  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that  a  tender  of  money 
does  not  extinguish  the  debt.  It  simply  bars  the  claim  to  damages 
and  interest,  and  the  costs  of  an  action,  if  the  matter  is  prosecuted. 
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By  the  tender,  if  refused,  the  money  does  not  become  the  property 
of  the  person  to  whom  the  tender  is  made.  Hence,  the  person 
tendering  is  at  liberty  to  use  it  as  his  own,  all  he  is  under  obliga- 
tion to  do,  is,  to  be  ready  at  all  times  to  pay  the  debt  in  current 
money,  when  requested.  In  this  respect,  there  is  an  important 
distinction  between  the  tender  of  money  and  that  of  specific  arti- 
cles. In  the  case  of  specific  articles,  a  tender  duly  made,  is  a  dis- 
charge of  the  debt  The  title  to  the  property  thereby  passes  to 
the  person  to  whom  the  debt  is  due,  whether  accepted  or  not 
For  this  reason,  the  property  tendered  cannot  be  retaken,  or  disposed 
of  in  any  way  by  the  person  tendering.  This  distinction,  clearly 
established  by  the  authorities,  affords  a  sufficient  reason  why  the 
identity  of  the  money  in  this  case,  becomes  immaterial,  for  that 
particular  money  was  never  the  plaintiff^s.  It  remained  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant,  on  the  refusal  to  accept  it.  All  that  the 
plaintiff  can  ask  of  the  defendant  to  do,  and  all  the  defendant  is 
required  by  law  to  do,  to  keep  good  his  tender,  is,  to  be  ready  at 
all  times,  when  requested,  to  pay  the  debt  in  the  current  coin  of 
the  country,  or  when  prosecuted,  to  pay  the  same  into  court,  and 
this  the  case  finds  to  have  been  done  by  tbe  defendant.  From  the 
facts  reported  by  the  auditor,  we  think  (he  tender  was  sufficient, 
and  constitutes  a  good  defense.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court 
must  be  reversed,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  defendant  on  the 
report 
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Ltman  Hibbabd  v.  Seneca  Fosteb  and  others. 
TVespass  quare  clau.    Possession.    Dam<iges. 

Id  an  action  of  trespass  quart  clautwnfregii,  the  plaintiff  having  title  to  <Mie  half 
of  the  premises,  it  was  held,  that  he  might  recover  the  whole  damages. 

Where  B.  entered  upon  a  certain  lot,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  same,  and 
during  the  winter  seasons  took  timber  therefrom,  from  time  to  time,  it  was  held, 
that  these  acts,  (he  having  good  title  to  one  half,)  gave  him  possession  of  the 
whole  lot,  as  against  every  one  but  the  tnie  owner.  Sawyer  t.  Newbmd,  9  Yt. 
888. 
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It  was  also  held,  that  this  possession  B.  might  convey  to  his  grantees,  and  that  it  is 
not  necessary  that  these  acts  of  possession  shonid  be  renewed  from  year  to  year, 
to  enable  B.,  or  his  grantees,  to  maintain  trespass.  All  that  is  required,  is,  that 
there  should  be  continued  claim. 

Tbespass  quare  clausum  fregit^  for  breaking  and  entering  the 
plaintiff's  dose,  described  as  number  19,  second  division,  drawn  to 
the  original  right  of  John  I.  Clark,  in  Brighton,  and  cutting  and 
carrying  away  timber  therefrom. 

Plea,  general  issue,  and  notice  that  they  would  justify  under 
license  from  plaintiff,  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  the  trial,  it  was  admitted  by  the  defendants,  that  by  the  pro- 
prietor's records,  of  the  town  of  Brighton,  lot  number  19,  in  the 
second  division,  was  drawn  to  the  original  right  of  John  I.  Clark. 
The  plaintiff  then  introduced  a  certified  copy  of  the  last  will  of 
John  I.  Clark,  proved  in  the  state  of  Rhode  Island,  and  also  duly 
recorded  and  allowed  in  this  state,  by  which,  after  certain  legacies, 
&c^  he  gave  to  his  daughters,  Anne  E.,  wife  of  Oliver  Kane,  and 
Harriet  Clark,  the  residue  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  in  equal 
moieties,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and  assigns. 

The  plaintiff,  also,  introduced  a  copy  of  the  record  of  a  deed 
from  Robert  Hare  and  Harriet  C.  Hare,  wife  of  the  said  Robert, 
to  Orvis  L.  Brown,  dated  October  15th,  1830,  conveying  the  orig- 
inal right  of  the  said  Clark,  as  lot  number  34,  the  first  division, 
&C.,  the  said  Kane  and  wife  having  conveyed  their  interest  to  said 
Hare  and  wife.*  Also,  a  copy  of  a  deed  from  Orvis  L.  Brown, 
to  Jonathan  D.  Stoddard,  dated  April  4th,  A.  D.  1835,  of  the  same 
premises,  so  conveyed  by  said  Hare  and  wife.  Also,  a  copy  of  a 
deed  from  Jonathan  D.  Stoddard  to  the  plaintiff,  dated  March  12th, 
A.  D.  1838,  conveying  the  same  premises.  The  plaintiff  then 
proved,  that  Harriet  C.  Hare,  wife  of  Robert  Hare,  was,  before 
her  marriage,  Harriet  Clark,  and  daughter  of  said  John  I.  Clark ; 
that  Oliver  Kane  married  another  daughter  of  said  Clark,  and 
that  Mrs.  Kane  and  Mrs.  Hare  were  the  only  surviving  children 


*  The  description  of  the  premises,  in  the  deed  from  Hare  and  wife  to  Orvis  L. 
Brown,  was  as  follows :  "  The  whole  of  the  original  right  of  the  late  John  L  Clark, 
**  Esq.,  which  we  hold  as  devisees  of  the  said  Clark,  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
*^  deed  of  release,  to  us  executed  by  Oliver  Kane  and  his  wife  Eliza,  in  a  lot  desig- 
"■  Dated  as  right,  nmnber  thirty-four,  in  the  township  of  Random  in  the  State  of 
"  Vermont" 
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of  said  Clark.  The  plaintiff  then  introduced  evidence  teAding  to 
prove,  that  afler  said  Orvis  L.  Brown  took  said  deed  from  the  said 
Robert  Hare  and  wife,  and  before  he  conveyed  to  said  Stoddard, 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  Brown  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  said  lot, 
number  19,  entered  upon  the  same,  and  during  the  winter  seasons 
took  therefrom  timber,  from  time  to  time,  in  considerable  quanti- 
ties, but  never  leased  or  enclosed  any  part  of  said  lot,  or  made 
any  improvements  thereon,  except  to  take  timber,  as  aforesaid; 
that  said  lot  was  wild  land,  and  some  miles  from  any  cultivated  or 
inhabited  lot.  And  also,  that  said  Stoddard  and  the  plaintiff  had, 
since  the  dates  of  their  respective  deeds,  claimed  to  own  said  lot, 
and  had  agents  in  the  vicinity  of  the  lot  to  look  afler  the  same, 
and  paid  the  taxes  assessed  upon  the  lot.*  The  plaintiff  then 
gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the  defendants,  in  November 
or  December,  1848,  entered  upon  said  lot,  and  cut  two  pine  trees 
standing  thereon,  and  carried  away  one  of  them  and  manufactured 
She  same  into  shingles. 

The  defendants  insisted,  and  requested  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury,  that  plaintiff  had  shown  no  sufficient  title  to  the  lot,  to  ena- 
ble him  to  sustain  his  suit  against  them. 

But  the  court  declined  so  to  charge  the  jury,  but  upon  this  part 
of  the  case,  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  they  found  that  said  Orvis 
L.  Brown,  after  he  took  his  deed  from  said  Hare  and  wife,  and 
before  he  deeded  to  said  Stoddard,  entered  upon  said  lot,  claiming 
the  same  under  his  said  deed,  and  took  timber  therefrom  from 
time  to  time,  and  that  said  Stoddard,  while  he  held  the  deed  of 
said  lot,  and  the  plaintiff,  since  he  took  the  deed  from  said  Stod- 
dard, had  continued  to  claim  title  to  said  lot,  and  to  pay  the  taxes 
thereon,  it  constituted  sufficient  proof  of  title  in  the  plaintiff,  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  mere  stran- 
ger to  the  title,  who  should  enter  and  cut  timber  upon  said  lot. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  for  four  dollars 
damages. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  full  costs. 


*  The  following  amendment  was  made  to  the  bill  of  exceptions,  by  the  presid- 
ing judge  of  the  county  court:  "That  gaid  agents  frequently  went  on  to  the  said 
**  lot,  to  examine,  and  see  if  any  timber  had  been  cut  therefrom,  and  at  one  time 
-"  went  on  to  said  lot  with  the  plaintiff,  and  showed  him  the  lines  of  the  lot, — this 
^^  was  before  the  cutting  by  the  defendants  complained  of/' 
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upon  Ae  ground  that  his  title  to  the  lot  was  in  question  in  the  case. 
The  court  ruled,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  full  costs. 

To  the  charge  of  the  court,  as  above  set  forth,  and  to  this  last 
decisi9n,  defendants  excepted. 

George  C.  Cahoon  for  defendants. 

Claimed,  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  did  not  fully  present  all  the 
questions  in  the  case,  that  the  omission  probably  was  caused  by 
the  press  of  business  at  the  time  the  exceptions  were  drawn ;  that 
plaintiff's  counsel,  without  notice  to  defendants'  counsel,  had  ap- 
plied to  the  judge  and  procured  an  amendment  to  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, which,  in  the  estimation  of  defendants,  so  materially 
altered  the  aspect  of  the  case,  that  if  incorporated  into  the  case, 
they  should  not  be  required  to  go  to  trial,  until  they  have  an  op- 
portunity to  apply  to  the  county  court,  to  have  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions amended  also  in  their  behalf. 

And  insisted,  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  full  costs,  as  the 
damages  were  less  than  seven  dollars;  and  as  the  defendants 
neither  set  up  title  nor  claim  to  possession  of  the  premises,  but 
simply  a  permit  from  plaintiff  to  do  the  act  complained  of. 

WUUam  Haywood^  Jr.  for  plaintiff. 

Insisted,  that  the  conveyances  and  will  put  into  the  case,  show 
that  plaintiff  has  a  perfect  title  to  an  undivided  half  of  lot  number 
19i — putting  the  case  upon  this  ground,  plaintiff  may  !use  half  of  his 
verdict.  Chandler  v.  Spear^  22  Vt.  388.  But  Orvis  L.  Brown 
bad  a  deed  of  the  whole  lot,  and  he  entered  upon  it  claiming  title, 
and  being  seized  by  his  entry,  conveyed  to  Stoddard,  and  Stod- 
dard conveyed  to  plaintiff.  Bare  seizure,  even  by  wrong,  is  a  de- 
gree of  title  to  land,  (2  Bl.  Com.  209,)  which  may  be  conveyed 
by  the  person  seized.  Bailey  v.  Marchy  3  N.  H.  274.  Breck  v. 
Young^  11  N.  H.  485.     Cuekman  v.  Blanchard,  2  Greenleaf  266. 

And  such  a  conveyance  from  a  person,  who  was  himself  seized, 
makes  a  sufficient  title  to  sustain  ejectment,  and  of  course  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  sustain  trespass  against  a  mere  wrong  doer.  Brawn  v. 
.Edton,  22  Vt  357.     Bryant  v.  Tucker,  19  Maine  383. 

By  the  Court.  The  plaintiff's  title  to  one  half  the  lot,  must 
l>e  regarded  as  sufficiently  made  out,  we  think,  from  the  original 
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source.  The  deed  of  Robert  Hare  and  wife,  clearly  desciAes  the 
whole  right,  but  in  reciting  the  sources  of  their  title,  the  deed  of 
Kane  and  wife,  is  described  as  a  deed  of  number  34,  as  it  is.  And 
haying  title  to  one  half,  the  plaintiff  must  recover  the  whole  land 
in  ejectment,  and  the  whole  damage,  we  think,  in  trespass  quart 
clausum  freffit.  That  was  certainly  so  at  common  law,  when  tres- 
pass is  brought  merely  for  mesne  profits,  and  equally  in  an  action 
of  ejectment,  the  plaintiff,  who  recovered  the  land,  would  recover 
damages  for  his  own  portion  of  the  land,  and  also  for  his  co-tenant. 

The  case  of  Chandler  v.  Spear,  22  Yt  388,  was  trespass  de 
bonis,  and  in  that  action,  which  is  merely  personal,  one  tenant  in 
common  can  only  recover  his  proportion  of  the  common  chattel, 
and  the  same  rule  was  thought  applicable  when  the  action  was  in 
that  form,  notwithstanding  the  damages  grew  out  of  an  injury  to 
land.  But  we  are  not  aware  that  any  question  has  ever  been 
made,  but  that  in  real  and  possessory  actions,  one  tenant  in  conH 
mon  may  always  recover  the  damage  due  his  co-tenant  as  against 
a  mere  stranger. 

But  it  seems  obvious,  that  the  ground  upon  which  the  court  b^ 
low  put  the  case,  is  sound.  The  act  of  Brown  gave  him  possess- 
ion of  the  whole  lot,  as  against  every  one  but  the  true  owner. 
Sawyer  v.  Newland,  9  Vt.  383. 

This  possession  he  might  convey,  and  undoubtedly  did  convey 
to  his  grantees.  And  we  are  not  aware,  that  it  has  ever  been  re- 
garded as  important  that  these  acts  of  possession  should  be  renewed 
from  year  to  year,  to  enable  the  person,  or  his  grantee,  to  Tiiaif!t<M« 
trespass.  All  that  is  required  is  that  there  should  be  oontinnal 
claim.  This  is  shown  by  the  case,  before  the  amendment,  and 
more  in  detail,  by  the  amendment. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  the  plaintiff's  title  and  right  of  possess- 
ion, was  sufficiently  brought  in  question  in  the  trial,  if  what  we 
have  heard  in  this  court  is  to  be  regarded  as  any  indication  of  the 
course  of  trial  below.  Powers  v.  Leach,  22  Vt  226.  Judgment 
affirmed. 
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Araxtnah  Speab  v.  Geo.  E.  Holmes,  Willard  EIing,  Leon- 

ABD  Hatch  and  Zenas  Snow. 

Scire  facicu.    Jail  bond.     Sheriff  and  his  sureties. 

Where  a  debtor  was  committed  to  jail  on  metne  process,  and  gave  a  jail  bond,  it  was 
held,  that  before  a  suit  could  be  sustained  for  an  escape,  there  must  be  a  demand 
made  for  the  bond,  and  a  refusal  to  assign  it,  that  the  statute  contains  no  excep- 
tions, and  the  court  cannot  make  them,  unless  in  the  most  obvious  cases  of  ne- 
oessitj. 

It  was  also  heUty  that  the  fact  that  the  jail  bond  was  found  in  possession  of  the  fam 
iij  of  a  fonner  jailor  in  another  State,  a£fords  no  necessary  presumption,  that  a 
demand  would  not  have  been  available. 

SciBB  Facias  against  the  defendants  upon  recognizance  enter- 
ed into  by  them,  for  the  faithful  performance  by  the  defendant 
Greo.  £.  Holmes,  of  the  duties  of  the  office  of  sheriff  of  Essex 
county. 

The  cause  of  action  alledged  is,  that  said  defendant  Hohnes  per- 
mitted one  Freeman  B.  Peck,  (who  was  committed  to  jail  on  mesne 
process  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,)  to  escape.  The  T^rit  was  re- 
turned ntm  est  inventus,  as  to  said  defendants  Holmes  and  Hatch, 
but  all  the  defendants  appeared. 

Plea,  Nul  tiel  record  of  judgment  against  sheriff,  and  notice  that 
defendants  ^  will  prove  in  defense  of  this  action,  that  said  Freeman 
^  B.  Peck  was  duly  released  from  his  imprisonment,  mentioned  in 
^  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  by  virtue  of  a  jail  bond,  in  the  penal 
**  sum  of  two  hundred  doUars,  made  in  due  form  of  law  to  said 
^Holmes,  as  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  Essex,  dated  the  11th  day 
"  of  April,  A.  D.  1842,  signed  by  said  Peck,  William  Haywood,  Jr. 
^  and  Orange  Haywood,  which  bond  said  Holmes,  as  sheriff  as 
**  aforesaid,  received,  and  released  said  Peck  from  his  said  impris- 
^  onment,  agreeably  to  law,  and  that  said  Holmes  did  not  suffer 
^  said  Peck  to  escape,  as  set  forth  in  said  declaration.  And  the 
^defendants  will  further  insist  that  said  judgment,  in  favor  of  said 
**  Spear  against  said  Holmes,  recovered  before  Bass,  justice  of  the 
**  peace,  is  void,  for  the  reason  that  the  service  of  the  writ  therein 
^  was  void,  not  being  in  conformity  to  the  statute." 

By  agreement  of  parties,  the  issue  was  tried  by  the  court 

The  plaintiff  introduced  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  the  rec- 
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ord  in  the  suit  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  Freeman  B.  Peck^ 
and  also  the  execution  on  said  judgment,  and  the  officer's  return 
thereon.  The  plaintiff  also  introduced  a  certified  copy  of  the  rec- 
ord of  a  judgment  recovered  bj  the  plaintiff  against  said  defendant 
Holmes,  bj  default,  for  the  default  of  the  said  Holmes  in  permit- 
ting the  said  Peck  to  escape.  And  also,  what  purported  to  be 
the  original  writ  in  said  case  of  Spear  against  said  Holmes.  The 
defendants  objected  to  the  admission  of  said  writ  in  evidence,  be- 
cause there  was  no  evidence  to  show  it  to  be  the  original  writ  in 
said  suit,  and  because  the  same  was  not  in  anj  manner  authenti- 
cated ;  and  also  to  the  admission  of  said  writ  and  record  of  judg- 
ment, for  the  reason  that  the  return  of  the  officer  on  said  writ  was 
so  irregular  and  defective  that  the  judgment  against  said  Holmes 
was  wholly  void.     Said  return  was  as  follows : 

« STATE  OF  VERMONT, )    ^     t  a        oc  tojT 

"  Caledonia  County.   \  S^'  Johnsbury,  Aug.  26,  1847. 

^  Then  bj  virtue  of  this  writ  to  me  directed,  I  attached  as  the 
'^  property  of  the  within  named  defendant  one  old  hat,  and  on  the 
'^  same  day,  I  left  a  true  and  attested  copy  of  this  attachment,  with 
^  a  list  of  the  property  so  attached  endorsed  thereon,  at  the  last 
^'  place  of  defendant's  abode  in  St  Johnsbury,  with  one  Isaac 
"  Woods  now  resident  therein,  and  of  sufficient  discretion,  said  de- 
^  fendant  having  left  this  State,  and  having  no  known  agent  or 
"  attorney  in  this  State,  with  whom  to  leave  said  copy." 

"  Attest, 

Bep.  Shmffr 

The  court  admitted  the  same,  to  which  defendants  excepted. 
The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence,  a  copy  of  record  of  defendants' 
recognizance  declared  on. 

The  defendants  then  proved,  that  af\er  the  said  Peck  had  been 
committed  to  jail  in  Essex  county,  on  the  writ  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  while  he  was  still  in  jail  by  virtue  of  said  commit- 
ment, on  the  eleventh  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1842,  said  Peck  as 
principal,  and  Orange  Haywood  and  William  Haywood,  Jr.,  as 
sureties,  executed  a  jail  bond  in  due  form  of  law,  to  the  said 
Holmes,  as  sheriff  and  keeper  of  said  jail,  which  bond  was  dated 
on  said  eleventh  day  of  April,  A.  Dt  1842.  That  said  bond  was 
duly  delivered  to  one  Nelson,  who  was  at  that  time  deputy  jailor 
under  said  Holmes,  and  that  said  Peck  was  thereupon  allowed  to 
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depart.  It  did  not  appear  that  said  bond  was  ever  in  the  actual 
possession  of  said  Holmes,  or  that  any  demand  was  ever  made  up- 
on him  at  any  time,  to  assign  said  bond  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  bond  was  procured,  by  the  defendants,  from  the  wife  of 
said  Nelson,  in  Massachusetts,  since  the  commencement  of  this 
suit.  It  appeared  that  said  Holmes  continued  to  reside  in  this 
State  until  just  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  favor  of 
said  Spear  against  him,  when  he  removed  from  this  State  to  the 
State  of  Illinois,  where  he  now  resides  ;  and  it  did  not  appear  that 
after  his  removal,  he  had  any  attachable  property  in  this  State. 
The  said  jail  bond  was  produced  on  trial. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  and  requested  the  court  to  decide,  "  that  a 
sheriff's  term  of  office  having  expired,  and  he  having  removed 
from  the  State,  and  leaving  in  the  State,  no  known  property  or 
estate,  on  which  service  of  process  .may  be  made,  to  fetch  him 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  disposes  with  the  obtaining  a 
judgment  against  him,  preliminary  to  a  suit  against  his  bail,  and 
the  same  also  dispenses  with  any  demand  of  an  assignment  of  a 
jail  bond,  which  such  former  sheriff  may  have  taken  in  the  prem- 
ises, preliminary  to  any  suit  against  such  sheriff." 

But  the  court  declined  to  accede  to  such  request  or  to  sustain 
any  such  doctrine,  and  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ants.    To  which  decision  plaintiff  excepted. 

Geo.  C.  Cahoon  for  plaintiff. 

The  case  shows  that  the  wife  or  widow  of  one  Nelson,  residing 
in  Massachusetts,  had  the  jail  bond  in  possession,  and  that  said 
Nelson  at  some  time,  was  keeper  of  said  jail,  and  it  is  claimed  that 
said  bond  was  made,  and  delivered  to  him  at  that  time  ;  and  had 
the  same  subsequently  been  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  said 
Holmes  as  sheriff,  it  might  have  confirmed  and  given  vitality  and 
validity ;  but  going  to  the  archives  of  the  jail,  no  such  bond  was 
to  be  found,  and  if  demand  had  been  made  of  Holmes,  he  could 
not  have  assigned,  for  he  did  not  possess  it,  and  being  without  the 
State  at  the  time  suit  was  brought,  it  became  utterly  impossible, 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  make  such  demand.  Likening 
this  to  the  case  of  a  note,  demand  and  notice  back  are  waivec?  by 
the  removal  or  absconding  of  the  party.  When  the  maker  ab- 
sconds before  the  maturity  of  the  note,  no  demand  will  be  necessa- 
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17.    Putnam  v.  SuUivan^  4  Mass.  45.     Widgery  v.  Munrotj 
Mass.  449.    JHaie  v.  ButTy  12  Mass.  86.    Jones  v.  FaleSf  4  Mass. 
251. 

WiUiam  Haywood^  Jr.  for  defendants. 

The  plaintifir  cannot  recover  in  this  suit,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons. 

1.  He  has  not  obtained  a  legal  judgment  against  said  Holmes. 
Comp.  Stat.  Chap.  28  §  §  56,  75,  58,  59. 

The  service  of  the  writ  against  Holmes  was  void. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  make  proper  proof  of  the  judgment  He 
offered  a  paper  as  the  writ  in  the  action,  without  any  pnxtf  that 
it  was  the  writ     Trecawrer  v.  Ifolmes,  1  Aik.  111. 

It  appears  that  Holmes  did  not  suffer  Peck  to  escape,  but  the 
jailor  under  Holmes  took  a  jail  bond  agreeable  to  the  statute. 

Bt  the  Court.  This  is  a  suit  against  the  sheriff  and  his  bail, 
upon  his  recognizance.  The  statute  makes  it  indispensable  that 
the  creditor,  before  bringing  scire  facias,  should  recover  judgment 
against  the  sheriff.  And  it  further  provides,  that  when  such  judg- 
ment  is  rendered  by  default,  the  sureties  may  make  the  same  de- 
fense, which  might  have  been  made  in  the  original  action.  This 
ought  not  perhaps  to  be  extended  beyond  defenses  upon  the  mer- 
its. But  to  this  extent  there  can  be  no  doubt,  the  judgment  in 
this  case  against  the  sheriff  being  by  default,  is  defensible  by  the 
sureties  and  by  Holmes,  who  had  no  notice  in  fact 

The  suit  against  the  sheriff  is  for  an  escape.  But  the  facts  in 
the  case  show  that  no  escape  was  in  fact  suffered.  The  debtor 
Peck  was  committed  on  mesne  process,  and  gave  a  jail  bond,  and 
no  demand  whatever  was  made  upon  the  sheriff,  or  any  one,  for 
the  bond,  and  the  statute  is  express,  that  no  suit  for  an  escape 
shall  be  sustained,  until  after  such  demand  and  a  refusal  to  assign 
it  The  statute  contains  no  exceptions,  and  we  cannot  make  them, 
certainly  not,  unless  in  the  most  obvious  cases  of  necessity.  And 
in  the  present  case  the  sheriff  remained  for  a  long  time  in  the 
state,  and  it  is  presumable  the  demand  would  have  been  made,  if 
the  creditor  had  supposed  it  would  have  served  him  any  purpose 
to  have  the  bond  put  in  suit 

The  bond  seems  to  us  to  be  a  valid  bond  on  mesne  process.     And 
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the  fact  that  it  was  found  in  the  possession  of  the  family  of  a 
former  jailor,  in  another  state,  affords  no  necessary  presumption, 
that  a  demand  would  not  have  been  available.  It  does  not  appear 
how  long  the  bond  had  been  out  of  the  state,  or  that  the  sheriff  on 
demand  would  not  probably  have  produced  it,  and  assigned  it 

Non  est  inventus  on  plaintiff's  execution,  the  29th  day  of  August, 
A.  D.  1843.  Suit  against  sheriff  brought  the  7th  day  of  August, 
1847,  and  Holmes  left  the  state  just  before  this,  giving  four  years 
to  make  demand  of  the  bond,  and  for  any  thing  we  know,  it  would 
have  been  assigned  at  any  moment.    Judgment  affirmed. 


Haklow  B.  Walter  v.  Daniel  B.  Denison. 

Executions  against  tovms.    Authorized  Officer, 

The  authority  issuing  a  writ  of  execution,  may  authorize  some  one  specially  to 
Mnre  the  same,  when  it  is  against  a  town. 

A  demand  made  upon  the  very  person  who  is  treasurer  of  the  town,  though  not 
made  upon  him  as  treasurer,  but  as  an  officer  of  the  town,  (if  made  twelve  days 
before  the  levy  of  the  execution,)  for  payment  of  the  execution,  is  sufficient. 

Trespass  for  two  cows.  Plea,  general  issue,  and  notice  that 
defendant  would  justify  the  taking  of  said  cows  under  legal  process, 
as  an  authorized  officer.  Trial  by  jury,  January  term  of  the 
county  court,  1852, —  Poland,  J.,  presiding. 

On  trial,  plaintiff  proved,  that  defendant  took,  drove  away,  and 
sold  the  cows  sued  for,  and  that  the  same  were  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty, and  no  question  was  made  by  defendant,  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  proof  of  the  plaintiff,  as  to  the  taking  by  defendant,  or  of 
the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  cows. 

The  defendant  then  offered,  in  evidence,  a  copy  of  the  record  of 
a  judgment  recovered  by  A.  H.  Bartlett,  against  the  town  of  East 
Haven,  before  Samuel  Densmore,  justice  of  the  peace,  on  the  14th 
day  of  August,  A.  D.  1849,  and  also  an  execution  upon  the  same 
judgment,  dated  the  same  14th  day  of  August,  and  the  defendant's 
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return  thereon,  and  also  an  authorization  of  the  defendant  to  serve 
said  execution  on  the  back  of  the  same. 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  admission  of  said  papers  in  evidence, 
for  defects  in  the  authorization  thereof,  and  also,  because  he  claimed 
the  defendant  could  not  be  legally  authorized  to  serve  an  execu- 
tion against  a  town.  , 

The  court  overruled  said  objections,  and  admitted  said  papers 
in  evidence.     To  which  decision  plaintiff  excepted. 

It  was  admitted,  that  the  two  cows  mentioned  in  defendant's  re- 
turn on  said  execution,  are  the  same  sued  for,  and  that  the  taking 
of  the  same  bj  defendant  was  a  taking  upon  said  execution ;  also, 
that  plaintiff  was  an  inhabitant  of  said  East  Haven,  and  a  tax 
p^er  in  said  town.  The  plaintiff  then  introduced  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove,  that  at  the  time  defendant  held  said  execution  for 
collection,  he  called  on  Merrit  H.  Walter,  who  was  treasurer  of 
said  town  of  East  Haven,  and  one  of  the  selectmen  of  said  town, 
and  also  upon  Mr.  Lund,  who  was  likewise  one  of  the  selectmen 
of  said  town,  for  the  payment  of  said  execution,  and  asked  them 
what  they  were  going  to  do  about  the  same,  and  that  said  Walter 
replied,  they,  as  selectmen,  should  not  do  anything  about  it ;  that 
defendant  then  said  that  he  should  have  to  collect  it,  and  Walter 
replied,  that  he  would  have  it  inch  by  inch.  That  when  the  de- 
fendant applied  to  said  Walter  and  Lund,  as  aforesaid,  he  spoke 
to  them,  as  selectmen,  and  that  no  other  demand  was  ever  made 
on  said  Walter  to  pay  said  execution,  than  as  above  stated.  The 
defendant  objected  to  this  evidence,  but  the  same  was  admitted  by 
the  court. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  defendant's  return  was  suf- 
ficient prima  facie  evidence  in  his  favor,  that  he  called  on  the 
treasurer  for  the  payment  of  said  execution,  before  he  levied  on 
the  plaintiff's  property,  but  that  his  return  was  not  conclusive,  and 
might  be  contradicted  by  other  evidence.  That  if  said  Walter 
was  treasurer  of  the  town,  and  defendant  called  on  him  as  an 
officer  of  the  town,  to  pay  said  execution  for  the  town,  such  de- 
mand was  sufficient  to  authorize  the  defendant  to  levy  said  execu- 
tion on  plaintiff's  property,  if  the  same  was  not  paid  in  twelve 
days  after  such  demand,  although  the  defendant  did  not  especially 
state  to  him,  that  he  demanded  it  of  him,  as  treasurer,  but  as  one 
of  the  selectmen.     The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 


MAY  TERM,   1852.  553 


Walter  v.  Denison. 


The  plaintiff  excepted  to  so  much  of  the  charge  of  the  court  as 
is  above  stated. 

George  C.  Oahoan  for  plaintiff. 

The  statute  does  not  contemplate,  that  an  authorization  should 
be  made  in  a  case  where  a  town  or  a  county  are  a  party,  for  fear 
that  such  process  would  fail  of  service.  That  such  could  be  the 
fact,  is  an  absurdity  upon  its  face,  and  if  such  an  event  could  not 
in  reality  take  place,  as  a  failure  of  the  service  of  process,  by  reason 
of  the  perpetuity  of  the  corporation,  then  it  should  be  left  to  the  prop- 
er officers  of  the  law  to  serve  it.  The  town  would  always  be  found, 
and  have  sufficient  funds  on  which  levy  might  be  made,  and  a  cer- 
tificate of  the  magistrate,  that  for  want  of  a  proper  officer,  &o., 
would  be  false  on  its  face,  and  apparent  to  every  one  that  it  was 
so ;  therefore,  it  should  not  be  regarded  by  courts  otherwise  than 
false,  and  if  so  viewed,  it  must  here  end  the  case. 

The  next  proposition  is,  that  if  said  authorized  person  is  to  be 
viewed  as  an  officer,  the  case  does  not  find  that  he  has  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  (Com p.  Stat  473,  §  6,)  in 
making  demand  on  the  treasurer,  without  which  the  levy  would  be 
void,  and  defendant  a  trespasser. 

Bartlett,  Bingham  and  Roberts  for  defendant 

1.  The  authorization  of  an  officer,  is  a  power  delegated  specifi- 
cally to  the  discretion  and  determination  of  the  Justice,  and  from 
his  decision  there  is  no  appeal. 

2.  This  matter  is  res  adjudicatay  and  having  been  once  judicially^ 
passed  upon  by  the  magistrate,  it  cannot  afterwards  be  disturbed.. 
Kellogg,  ex  parte,  6  Vt  509.  Kelleg  v.  Paris,  10  Vt  261.  Hoss 
V.  Fuller  et  al,  12  Vt  265. 

3.  There  is  no  error  in  the  charge.  It  is  settled  law,  that  when 
an  officer  keeps  within  the  authority  given  him  by  virtue  of  his 
office,  his  official  return  is  prima  facie  evidence  in  his  favor  of  the 
correctness  of  the  return.  Stanton  v.  Hodges,  6  Vt.  64.  Haih-- 
way  V.  Goodrich,  5  Vt  65.     Barrett  v.  Copeland,  18  Vt  67. 

The  said  Walter  was  treasurer  of  the  town,  and  the  defendant 
called  upon  him  as  an  officer  of  said  town,  to  pay  the  execution 
for  said  town ;  he  refused,  and  this  was  a  sufficient  demand,  if 
made  twelve  days  before  the  levy  of  the  execution.     It  is  made 
xxiT.  36 
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the  duty  of  an  officer,  having  an  execution  against  an  individual, 
to  repair  to  the  dwelling  house  of  the  debtor  before  levying  the 
execution;  jet  if  the  debtor  is  not  at  home,  a  demand  at  his 
dwelling  house  is  sufficient     8  Vt  394.     4  Vt.  191. 

By  the  Coubt.  We  see  no  good  reason  why  the  authority 
issuing  a  writ  of  execution,  may  not  authorize  some  one  specially 
to  serve  the  same,  when  it  is  against  a  town,  as  if  it  were  against 
a  natural  person.  It  is  well  settled,  that  in  regard  to  justice  pro- 
cess, there  is  no  difference  in  this  respect  between  mesne  and  final 
process,  and  the  statute  certainly  makes  no  difference  between 
towns  and  other  debtors  ;  and  we  could  not  feel  justified  in  making 
any  such  distinction.  If  one  had  been  intended,  we  entertain  no 
doubt  it  would  have  been  indicated  in  the  statute.  The  authori- 
zation seems  originally  to  have  been  perfect,  and  may  be  spelled 
out  now,  although  the  paper  is  somewhat  worn. 

We  think  the  demand  made  upon  the  very  person  who  was 
treasurer,  and  his  utter  refusal,  although,  as  he  said,  in  a  peculiar 
sense,  is  sufficient. 

We  are  inclined  to  think,  that  the  omission  of  the  officer  to  make 
demand  in  a  case  like  the  present,  would  not  subject  him  to  an 
action  of  trespass,  but  only  to  such  damages  as  the  town  might 
sustain,  to  be  recovered  in  an  action  on  the  case,  as  has  oflen  been 
held,  in  regard  to  other  debtors.    Judgment  affirmed. 
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L.  &  M.  Harrington  v.  Ezra  Edson. 

Book  Account     Facts  found  by  the  auditor  and  county  court 

conclusive. 

A  question  of  fact  decided  by  the  auditor,  and  ultimately  by  the  county  court, 
cannot  be  revised  by  the  supreme  court,  unless  they  find  that  there  was  no  tes- 
timony tending  to  prove  the  fact 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
countj  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported,  sut- 
stantiallj  as  follows : — 


556  FIRST  JUDICIAL   CIRCUIT. 

Harrington  et  al.  v.  Edson. 

No  item  on  the  debit  side  of  the  plaintiffs  account,  was  disputed 
by  the  defendant. 

The  defendant  offered  no  account,  but  urged,  in  defense, — 
1.  That  the  plaintiffs*  whole  account  had  been  settled  and  paid,  in 
a  settlement  made  by  the  defendant  with  Lyman  Harrington,  one 
of  the  plaintiffs.     2.  The  statute  of  limitations. 

The  auditor  found  that  said  account  had  not  been  settled  and 
paid,  as  claimed  by  the  defendant.  As  to  the  second  ground  of 
defense,  the  auditor  found  that  the  said  account  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  unless  saved  by  a  credit  of  "  May  3, 1842, 
«  cash,  $20,"  the  writ  being  dated  April  27th,  1848. 

That  as  to  the  said  item  of  credit,  tliere  was  no  testimony  to 
establish  it,  except  the  entry  upon  the  plaintiffs*  journal  of  account, 
which  stands  postetl  upon  their  ledger,  and  the  testimony  of  Moses 
Harrington,  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  He  testified  that  the  entry  was 
in  his  own  hand-writing ;  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  or  of  the  fact  of  making  the  entry,  except 
that  he  found  such  entry  upon  the  journal,  but  from  that  circum- 
stance, he  had  no  doubt  but  the  money  was  paid  as  credited,  and 
that  he  should  not  have  made  the  entiy  without  payment  of  the 
money,  &c. 

The  auditor  found  that  the  entry  was  made  in  the  hand-writing 
of  the  said  Moses  Harrington,  and  made  at  the  foot  of  a  page  of 
the  journal,  under  the  date  of  **May  .*3,  1842,'*  and  was  the  last 
Item  posted  upon  the  ledger.  That  there  was,  alj^o,  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  said  Moses  Harrington,  a  credit  to  the  defendant  at 
the  foot  of  the  journal,  under  date  of  "April  11,  1842,ca.<h,  S2(V* 
That  this  was  not  posted  or  post  marked ;  the  other  entries  upon 
the  journal,  as  far  as  examined,  had  a  post  mark,  or  mark  of  pay- 
ment. 

That  the  entries  upon  the  journal  appeared  to  be  made  in  the 
reeiilar  course  of  business,  the  two  items  of  credit  above  men- 
tioned  not  excepted,  and  so  of  the  ledger,  exeej)ting  the  omission 
to  j)Ost  the  credit  of  "  April  1 1, 1842.'*  That  the  books  were  kept, 
and  entries  made  generally,  by  clerks  in  the  store. 

That  in  the  said  journal  there  were  blank  sj)aces,  at  the  foot  of 
many  pages,  affording  sufficient  and  convenient  room  for  the  entry 
of  sucii  credits  as  those  aliove  named.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
the  payment  of  the  ^'20,  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  1842,  except 
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the  entry  upon  the  journal,  as  above  stated.  The  auditor  allowed 
the  said  $20,  as  a  credit  to  the  defendant. 

That  the  defendant  denied,  that  he  made  the  payments  credited 
as  of  April  11,  1842,  and  May  3,  1842.  That  it  appeared,  that 
on  the  morning  of  the  second  of  May,  1842,  defendant  left  Man- 
chester, where  both  parties  then  resided,  and  went  to  Benson,  a 
distance  of  about  fifty  miles,  and  did  not  return  again  to  Manches- 
ter until  Thursday,  the  fifth  day  of  May,  and  did  not  meet  either 
of  the  plaintififs  during  that  time» 

The  county  court,  June  term,  1851, —  Pierpoint,  J.,  presiding, 
rendered  judgment,  upon  the  report,  for  the  plaintiffs.  Exceptions 
by  defendant. 

D,  Roberts  for  defendant 

The  debit  side  of  the  plaintiffs  account  is,  upon  its  face,  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

If  saved  from  the  statute,  it  is  so  only  by  force  of  the  credit  of 
May  8,  1842.  The  onus  of  establishing  this  credit,  lays  upon  the 
plaintiffs,  for, —  1.  The  credit  was  the  plaintiffs  act.  2.  The  de- 
fendant, upon  his  oath,  denied  the  payment. 

To  meet  the  objection  of  the  statute,  it  was  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  have  proved  not  only  the  fact  of  a  payment  of  $20,  at 
some  time,  but  that  such  payment  was  made  after  April  27, 1842. 
The  auditor  has  found  the  fact  of  payment,  and  that  such  pay- 
ment was  made  not  after  the  morning  of  May  2,  1842,  but  "just 
before,"  and  within  six  years,  &c, —  i.  e.  on  one  of  the  three  last 
days  of  April,  the  1st  day  of  May,  or  at  peep  of  dawn  of  the  2d 
day  of  May,  1842. 

Was  the  auditor  wari'anted  in  so  finding  ? 

1.  There  was  no  evidence,  aside  from  the  book,  of  the  fact  of 
payment,  or  of  the  date  of  the  making  of  the  entry. 

2.  The  report  falsifies  the  book  as  to  the  date  of  the  payment ; 
and  being  so  falsified,  the  conclusion  of  the  auditor  is  but  a  guess, 
as  to  the  true  date,  without  any  legal  evidence  thereof. 

3.  The  book  was  suspicious  in  appearance, —  the  two  entries 
of  April  11,  1842,  and  May  3,  1842,  each  for  "cash,  $20,"  and 
each  at  the  foot  of  a  page  of  the  journal,  the  journal  affording  oc- 
casional blanks  at  the  foot  of  pages,  convenient  for  such  entries, — 
the  first  credit  not  posted,  and  the  entry  accounted  for  by  its  ne- 
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cessity  to  save  the  first  suit, —  the  last  entry,  whether  as  a  dupli- 
cate of  the  first,  or  as  an  independent  item^  accounted  for  by  its 
necessity  to  save  the  last  suit 

A  book,  so  suspicious  in  appearance,  so  falsified  by  the  proof, 
BO  wholly  unsupported  by  other  evidence,  but  fiatly  contradicted, 
is  not  competent  evidence  of  payment,  or  time  of  payment  1 
Cow.  &  Hills*  Notes  682-3,  695,  698-9.  Swift's  Ev.  81,  2,  4. 
JEastman  v.  MouUon,  3  N.  H.  156. 

But  if  the  book  was  evidence*  of  payment  of  $20,  at  same  time, 
the  date  of  the  credit  being  falsified  by  the  proof,  there  was  no 
evidence  of  the  true  date,  so  that  the  finding  of  the  auditor  was 
but  a  guessy  warranted  by  no  evidence.  Cawley  v.  FuwU  et  cd^ 
6  Eng.  Rep.  397. 

Again,  there  was  no  evidence  showing  at  what  time  the  entry 
was  made.  It  might  as  well  have  been  made  at  one  time  as  an- 
other ;  and  so  does  not  appear  to  have  been  an  entry  against  the 
plaintiffs'  interest  to  make,  but  the  contrary,  and  so  is  not  evidence 
per  se,  1  Cow,  &  Hills'  Notes  154.  Whitney  v.  BigeloWy  4  Pick. 
110.  Haseboom  v.  Billington,  17  Johns.  182.  Hose  v.  Bryant^  2 
Camp.  321.     Phil.  Ev.  117. 

J.  L,  Stark  for  plaintiffs. 

It  is  a  well  established  principle  of  law,  that  in  mutual  accounts 
each  new  item  of  credit  takes  the  whole  account  out  of  the  statute. 
Ahhot  V.  Keith,  11  Vt  525. 

In  the  present  case,  the  auditor  finds  the  fact,  that  within  six 
years  next  preceding  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  defend- 
ant paid  on  this  account,  the  sum  of  $20,  and  that  the  account  is 
not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  This  fact,  found  by  the 
auditor  from  evidence,  is  not  to  be  revised  by  this,  or  any  other 
tribunal.     Kent  v.  Hancock,  13  Vt  514. 

If  an  auditor  decides  a  question  of  fact,  and  it  appears  from  his 
report,  that  there  was  testimony  tending  to  prove  the  fact  as  found, 
his  decision  is  conclusive.  Hodges  v.  Hasford,  17  Vt.  615.  Cot- 
trill  V.  Vanduzen  et  al.,  22  Vt  514. 

It  was  competent  for  the  plaintiffs  to  testify  to  the  fact  of  a 
payment,  made  within  six  years,  by  the  defendant,  and  thb  fact 
found  by  his  testimony,  he  may  have  the  benefit  of,  to  avoid  the 
statute  of  limitations.  Sargeant  v.  Sunderland,  21  Vt  284.  Hiq>' 
good  V.  SouihgaU^  21  Vt  584. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  It  is  undeniable,  that  the  testimony,  as  detailed 
in  the  report  of  the  auditor,  is  calculated  to  make  a  very  consid- 
erable impression  upon  the  mind,  that  there  may  be  some  mistake 
in  regard  to  the  credits  of  $20,  on  the  two  occasions,  or  whether, 
in  fact,  either  of  them  were  ever  made.  These  considerations 
were  very  ingeniously  presented  to  us,  at  the  hearing,  and  it  seems 
to  as  difficult  to  altogether  resist  the  doubts,  which  they  are  calcu- 
lated to  raise.  ' 

But  this  18  altogether  a  question  of  fact,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
be  decided  by  the  auditor,  and  ultimately  by  the  county  court 
And  having  been  passed  upon  by  both  of  these  tribunals,  it  is  im- 
possible for  this  court  to  waive  the  determination,  unless  we  could 
say  that  there  was  no  testimony  tending  to  prove  the  credit,  which 
was  relied  upon  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute 
of  limitations. 

This,  we  think,  cannot  be  fairly  argued.  The  entry  in  the  book, 
with  the  suppletory  oath  of  the  party,  is  the  ordinary  evidence  in 
finch  cases.  And  the  fact,  that  the  witness  has  no  continuing  re- 
collection of  the  payment,  is  of  no  importance.  It  is  the  original 
correctness  of  the  entry  which  constitutes  the  evidence,  unless 
something  suspicious  appears  upon  its  face,  which  would  seem  to 
require  explanation. 

And  even  if  the  position  of  the  entries,  "  at  the  foot  of  the  page,** 
could  be  regarded  as  suspicious,  it  is  a  matter  to  be  judged  of  alto- 
gether by  the  triers  of  the  fact.  So,  too,  of  the  force  of  the  at- 
tempted alibi.  Upon  the  whole,  we  think  the  case  must  be  re- 
garded as  settled,  by  the  decision  of  the  county  court,  and  that 
judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Deeds,     Parol  license.     Co-tenants.     Statute  of  limiiatioM. 

Grantor  and  grantee. 

The  registrj'  of  a  defective  deed  is  constructiTe  notice  to  no  one. 

Where  one,  in  faith  of  a  license,  enters  and  occupies  for  more  than  fifteen  yean, 
as  his  own,  this  will  give  him  an  eqnity  against  the  whole  world,  to  be  reimbuis- 
ed  for  the  value  of  his  erections,  to  the  person  taking  tliem,  before  he  could  be 
deprived  oi  them. 

Possessions  taken  under  a  license  to  occupy  permanently,  either  absolutely,  or 
upon  certain  conditions,  gives,  in  equity,  a  title  to  the  premises,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  license. 
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And  the  party  being  in  possession  under  the  license,  is  notice  to  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser, or  incumbrancer  of  whatever  title,  the  one  in  possession  may  have,  wheth- 
er legal  or  equitable. 

The  going  into  possession  of  land,  under  a  parol  gift,  and  remaining  quietly  in  pos- 
session for  fifteen  years,  gives  good  title,  by  the  mere  acquiescence  of  the  donor 
or  owner,  whoever  he  may  be. 

A  partition  between  co-tenants,  made  and  acquiesced  in  for  more  than  fifteen 
years,  becomes  absolutely  perfect  at  law,  and  if  it  were  not  so,  a  court  of  equity 
would  decree  its  perfection. 

Any  title  subsequently  acquired,  by  the  grantor,  who  conveys  by  warranty,  will 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  grantee.  But  grants  made  by  the  grantor,  or  condi- 
tions, or  limitations,  or  estoppels  subsequently  attempted  to  be  annexed  to  the 
estate,  will  not  afifect  his  grantee. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  court  of  chancery 
decreed  that  the  bill  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  defendants  therein, 
respectively  recover  their  costs.  From  this  decree  the  orator  ap- 
pealed. 

Bill  alledges  the  indebtedness  of  the  Gneiss  Bottom  Manufactur- 
ing Company,  to  the  assignors  of  the  orator,  and  that  said  Com- 
pany executed  to  them,  a  mortgage  of  certain  land  in  Weathers- 
field,  on  the  22d  day  of  September,  1829 ;  the  company  name 
altered  to  the  Perkinsville  Manufacturing  Company ;  the  estate 
conveyed  by  the  guardian  of  certain  infants,  to  the  company, 
and  by  them  mortgaged  back  to  secure  certain  sums  of  iiiuuey,  as 
aforesaid. 

That  on  the  14th  day  of  September,  1836,  the  Perkinsville 
Manufacturing  Company,  being  indebted  to  Daniel  Denney  and 
George  D.  Button,  in  a  certain  account,  executed  a  note,  and  mort- 
gaged land  to  secure  the  same.  Button  conveyed  to  Benney,  and 
Denney  purchased  the  mortgage  to  said  guardian,— on  the  18th 
of  January,  1842,  took  an  assignment  of  the  same.  That  said 
Denney  brought  a  bill,  setting  forth  the  same  mortgages  herein 
before  set  forth,  and  praying  foreclosure  upon  them,  and  obtained 
a  decree,  November  tenn,  1842,  for  over  $13,000,  and  interest 
and  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  first  day  of  February,  thereafter, 
which  became  absolute ;  and  Benney,  for  $6,600,  conveyed  the 
premises  to  the  orator. 

Alledging  that  defendants  all  claim  an  interest  in  the  premises, 
by  liens  accruing  subsequent  to  orator's  title- 
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Answer  of  Hjren  Henry. — Admits  the  organization  and  the 
alteration  of  the  name  of  the  company,  and  that  the  land  had 
been  conveyed  to  the  company  by  James  H.  Perkins,  guardian, 
and  does  not  know  in  regard  to  the  indebtedness ;  denies  the  proper 
execution  of  the  deed  by  the  company, — is  not  properly  drawn; 
Daniel  Denney  claimed  some  title,  but  what,  does  not  know ;  knows 
nothing  of  the  company  being  indebted  to  Denney  Sc  Dutton,  or 
of  the  mortgage ;  denies  the  proper  execution  of  the  deed,  as  that 
of  the  company,  or  of  the  president;  refers  to  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment to  the  orator ;  admits  the  forclosure  without  appearance. 

The  company  owned  the  premises  described,  and  that  a  high 
bank  on  the  west  side  of  the  river  was  wearing  away,  and  they 
agreed  with  defendant,  early  in  1832,  if  he  would  erect  a  suitable 
bank-wall  to  protect  said  bank,  he  might  have  the  right  of  using 
and  conveying  the  waste  water  to  his  own  building,  and  they 
would  convey  to  him  the  title  to  the  same ;  and  that  he  did  the 
work  in  faith  of  such  title ;  and  has  been  to  great  expense  and 
trouble  in  the  premises ;  and  has  erected  a  building  for  the  purpose 
of  using  the  waste  water ;  and  has  used  the  aqueduct  ever  since ; 
and  had  no  doubt  they  had  the  right  to  convey  it  to  him ;  a  public 
highway  is  now  laid  over  this,  defendant's  aqueduct ;  the  stock  of 
the  company,  subsequent  to  1832,  and  prior  to  1839,  was  conveyed 
to  other  stockholders  than  those  who  owned  it  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  aqueduct ;  that  they  claimed  rent  of  him,  and  he 
took,  under  protest,  a  perpetual  lease  of  the  same,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  twelve  dollars,  which  lease  was  recorded  in  March,  1839; 
and  he  quit-claimed  all  his  title  to  the  premises. 

The  answer  of  L.  Cheney. — Does  not  claim  any  interest  in  any 
portion  of  the  premises,  except  a  certain  piece  by  metes  and  bounds ; 
one  Edmun  Durrin  had  owned  one  portion  of  the  premises  de- 
scribed, and  the  Perkinsville  Manufacturing  Company  owned  the 
other  half;  Durrin  conveyed  his,  portion  to  one  Dunbar  &  Haven. 

That  in  September,  1832,  the  company  properly  authorized  their 
president,  to  convey  to  Dunbar  &  Haven,  a  certain  piece  of  land, 
(twenty-six  rods  of  land,)  and  the  deed  was  properly  executed, — 
consideration,  one  hundred  dollars,  and  believes  the  consideration 
was  the  conveyance  to  the  company  of  their  interest  in  another 
portion  of  the  premises ;  the  18th' of  March,  1834,  Haven  released 
his  right  to  Dunbar ;   Dunbar  built  a  house,  and  conveyed  it  to 
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this  defendant  for  $800.00  consideration,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
a  certain  note,  and  that  note  still  unpaid ;  and  these  lands  inclu- 
ded in  the  mortgages  set  forth  in  plaintiff's  bill ;  and  claims  that  the 
mortgages  so  set  forth,  were  not  properly  executed. 

Answer  of  Lucretia  Stone. —  Does  not  claim  any  interest  in  the 
land,  except  a  certain  portion  described  by  metes  and  bounds 
Buckminster  White  was  the  owner  of  one  undivided  half  of  the 
premises,  the  30th  day  of  March,  1830,  and  on  that  day,  he  and  the 
company,  the  other  co-tenant,  made  a  division  or  separation,  and 
executed  mutual  releases ;  White  conveyed  to  one  Nelson  Grout, 
and  Grout  conveyed  to  one  Ezekiel  Cram ;  and  says  there  was  no 
deed  on  record  conveying  these  lands  to  either  of  these  companies ; 
the  guardian,  or  Perkins'  heirs'  deed  was  not  put  on  record  until 
the  14th  day  of  June,  1832,  long  after  the  purchase  of  those  under 
whom  this  defendant  claims ;  Cram  took  immediate  possession,  and 
so  continued  in  possession  until  he  sold  and  deeded  to  Robert  B. 
Cram ;  Robert  B.  Cram  then  took  possession,  and  so  continued 
until  1842 ;  and  this  defendant  furnished  the  money  to  pay  for 
these  premises,  and  took  security  by  way  of  mortgage  upon  the 
premises,  conditioned  for  defendant's  support;  and  denies  all 
knowledge  of  the  mortgage,  or  of  any  claim  in  the  Perkinsville 
Manufacturing  Company ;  her  mortgage  foreclosed,  and  is  older  and 
better  than  plaintiff's  claim,  and  plaintiff's  title  is  wholly  informal 
and  inoperative. 

Most  of  the  evidence  in  the  case,  consists  of  admissions,  by  the 
parties,  taken  dov«i.  by  the  master.  It  appeared,  that  the  first 
mortgage  set  forth  in  the  orator's  bill,  dated  the  22d  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1829,  was  not  executed  in  conformity  with  the  statute 
then  in  force.  The  second  mortgage,  dated  the  14th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1836,  purported  to  have  been  executed  by  vote  of  the  di- 
rectors, and  recites  no  vote  of  the  corporation.  And  it  also  ap- 
peared, that  the  second  mortgage  was  subsequent  in  time,  to  the 
accruing  of  the  several  titles  of  the  defendants.  The  facts  deci- 
sive of  the  case,  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

H.  E.  Sioughton  and  E,  Hutchinion  for  orator. 

Wwhbum  Sf  Marsh  for  defendant  Henry. 

W.  M.  Pingrey  for  defendants  Stone  and  Cheney. 
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This  case  was  heard,  at  the  regular  March  Term,  in  Windsor 
county,  and  held  under  consideration,  until  the  present  time. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  This  is  a  bill  brought  in  favor  of  a  second  as- 
signee, (after  one  foreclosure,)  to  foreclose  two  certain  mortgages 
against  certain  persons,  not  included  in  the  former  bill  and  decree. 
A  very  great  number  of  important  questions  are  raised  upon  both 
sides,  which  the  court  have  not  deemed  it  important  to  consider, 
there  being  other  questions,  which  are  decisive  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties. 

The  first  mortgage,  which  dates  as  far  back  as  September,  1829, 
not  having  been  executed,  according  to  the  statute  then  in  force, 
as  is  obvious,  and  admitted  on  all  hands,  was  not  entitled  to  regis- 
try, and  by  consequence  was  not  constructive  notice  to  the  defend- 
ants.    Isham  Admr.  v.  Bennington  Iron  Co.,  19  Vt  280. 

The  second  mortgage  is  subsequent  in  time,  to  the  accruing  of 
the  several  titles  of  the  defendants,  bearing  date  in  1836.  But 
this  deed,  as  it  was  executed  in  pursuance  of  a  vote  of  the  direct- 
ors only,  and  not  of  any  vote  of  the  corporation  itself,  it  would 
seem  questionable  how  far  it  can  be  made  to  come  up  to  the  requi- 
sitions of  the  statute  then  in  force. 

Without  saying  more,  in  regard  to  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  we 
proceed  to  an  examination  of  the  title  of  the  several  defendants, 
each  of  which  stands  upon  peculiar  grounds. 

In  regard  to  that  of  defendant  Henry,  it  originated  in  a  mere 
license  to  take  water,  by  some  kind  of  duct,  sufficient  to  carry  cer- 
tain machinery,  which  in  faith  of  the  license  he  subsequently  erect- 
ed, and  had  continued  to  occupy  as  his  own,  for  more  than  fifteen 
years  before  the  bringing  of  the  bill.  This  we  think  gives  him  an 
equity  against  all  the  world,  to  be  reimbursed  for  the  value  of  his 
erections,  to  the  person  taking  them,  before  he  could  be  deprived  of 
them.  It  is  one  of  the  first  principles  of  the  Roman  civil  law,  in 
regard  to  the  title  of  real  estate  and  valuable  erections,  and  meli- 
orations, as  they  were  called,  put  thereon  by  the  occupier,  in  faith 
of  a  title,  which  subsequently  failed  for  any  cause,  that  one  thus  bene- 
fitted by  the  labor  of  another,  should  make  reasonable  compensation. 

And  this  same  principle  has  been  very  early  incorporated  into 
the  English  chancery  law.  This  right  clearly  exists  in  Henrj, 
without  regard  to  his  ultimate  title. 
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A  very  thorough  discussion  of  this  whole  subject,  which  would 
be  out  of  place  here,  will  be  found  in  the  2  Vol.  American  Jurist, 
p.  204-314. 

But  we  think  the  title  of  Henry,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
original  contract,  whatever  it  was,  unless  abandoned  by  the  lease, 
which  he  accepted  in  1839,  must  be  considered  good  upon  two 
grounds. 

1.  Possession  taken  under  a  license  to  occupy  permanently  ei- 
ther absolutely  or  upon  certain  conditions,  gives  in  equity,  a  title 
to  the  premises,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  license.  And  this 
contract  being  partly  performed,  or  fully  performed  on  one  part, 
by  permanent  erections  of  considerable  value,  a  court  of  equity 
will  decree  an  assurance  of  the  title  stipulated. 

And  the  party  being  in  possession  under  the  license,  is  notice  to 
a  subsequent  purchaser  or  incumbrancer,  of  whatever  title  the  one 
in  possession  may  have,  whether  legal  or  equitable. 

2.  So  too,  one  going  into  the  possession  of  land  under  a  parol 
gift^  and  remaining  quietly  in  possession  for  fifteen  years,  acquires 
good  title  by  the  mere  acquiescence  of  the  donor  or  owner,  who- 
ever he  may  be.  And  the  possession  is  regarded  as  quiet,  unless 
interrupted  by  a  forcible  ouster,  or  legal  proceedings  for  that  pur- 
pose. These  propositions  are  sufficiently  established  and  explain- 
ed in  Ball  v.  Clioffee,  13  Vt.  loO.     Bublce  v.  Mead,  2  Vt.  544. 

3.  The  accepting  of  a  lease  of  the  corporation,  at  a  date  subse- 
quent to  the  mortgage  of  1836,  if  that  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  prop- 
erly registered  mortgage,  (which  is  certainly  very  questionable,)  it 
has  been  urged  would  so  merge  the  prior  equity  of  Henry,  as  to 
postpone  it  to  the  mortgage.  But  it  seems  to  us,  tliis  is  giving  the 
mergee  an  effect  which  tlie  parties  did  not  contemj)late,  and  which 
is  clearly  at  variance  with  their  equitable  rights.  And  such  effect 
will  not  be  allowed  to  follow  from  a  mergee  of  title,  unless  it  be- 
comes absolutely  indispensable.  Thus  it  has  often  been  decided, 
that  taking  a  release  of  the  equity  of  redemption  by  the  first  mort- 
gagor, will  not  so  merge  the  first  mortgage,  as  to  postpone  it  to  a 
subsequent  mortgage.  This  lease,  in  strictness  must  be  regarded 
as  having  superseded  the  license,  but  we  think  it  ought  to  be  re- 
garded, as  merely  a  further  assurance  of  title,  like  the  perfecting 

'of  a  defective  conveyance,  and  that  the  title  in  equity  must  be  re- 
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garded  as  taking  date  from  the  time  of  the  entry,  the  same  as  if 
Henry  had  resorted  to  a  court  of  equity  to  perfect  his  tiUe,  instead 
of  effecting  it  by  arrangement  with  the  party.  If  this  conveyaDce 
had  been  decreed,  it  would  have  been  so  regarded,  although  in  fact, 
made  after  the  date  of  an  intervening  incumbrance. 

The  title  of  Cheney  and  Mrs.  Stone,  it  seems  to  us,  stajid  sub- 
stantially, upon  the  same  legal  basis. 

There  was  an  attempt  at  partition,  between  the  co-tenants,  more 
than  fifteen  years  before  the  institution  of  this  suit.  The  convey- 
ance of  the  co-tenants,  under  whom  these  defendants  derived  title, 
was  formal  and  valid,  and  the  company  have  availed  themselves 
of  that  portion  of  the  premises,  and  it  has  gone  for  their  benefit, 
and  upon  these  same  mortgages,  it  would  seem. 

And  during  all  this  long  time  of  more  than  the  tenn  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  the  company  and  the  mortgagees  have  acqui- 
esced in  this  partition.  And  in  faith  of  it,  the  defendants,  and 
those  under  whom  they  claim,  have,  from  time  to  time,  ccmtinQed 
to  make  valuable  erections. 

Under  these  circumstances,  a  court  of  equity  would  not  lend  its 
aid  to  the  company,  to  foreclose  the  title  of  the  co-tenants,  or  to  the 
mortgagees  to  do  it  by  reason  of  any  defect  in  their  conveyances, 
by  which  they  hold,  even  if  the  title  had  not  become  perfected,  by 
lapse  of  time,  unless  they  first  procured  a  release  of  the  title  ac- 
quired by  the  conveyance  to  them,  and  also  offered  to  reimburse 
the  expense  incurred  in  improvements,  nothing  of  which  is  done  in 
the  present  case. 

And  in  addition  to  all  this,  it  seems  to  us  very  clear,  that  this 
partition  having  been  acquiesced  in  for  more  than  fifteen  years,  has 
become  absolutely  perfect  at  law,  and  if  it  were  not  so,  a  court  ci 
equity  would  decree  its  perfection. 

In  every  view  we  have  been  able  to  take  of  this  case,  it  seems 
to  us  to  stand  upon  no  sufficient  grounds  of  equity,  and  the  decree 
of  the  chancellor  dismissing  the  bill  with  costs,  as  to  all  the  defend- 
ants, is  affirmed. 

The  vote  of  the  company  to  make  partition  with  Dunbar  &,  Ha- 
ven, as  recited  in  the  deed  of  Bond,  the  president  is  the  first  day  of 
September,  1832,  although  the  deed  was  not  actually  executed 
until  the  30th  day  of  September,  1833.  Still  it  must  be  regarded 
as  an  acquiescence  in  the  partition  from  the  date  of  the  vote. 
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Mrs.  Stone's  mortgage  is  dated  as  early  as  December,  1832,  and 
the  land  had  been  occupied  for  many  years  before  in  severalty, 
claiming  an  absolute  title,  against  the  world.  This  is  a  sufficient 
ouster  of  a  co-tenant  even.  And  during  all  this  time  there  has 
been  an  acquiescence  in  a  partition  in  fact. 

The  deed  to  Robert  Cram,  dated  in  1839,  if  accepted  by  him, 
could  not  affect  the  prior  title  by  the  mortgage  deed  in  Mrs.  Stone. 
The  grantee  is  affected  by  all  existing  estoppels  in  the  deed,  the 
same  as  his  grantor  would  be  at  that  time.  And  especially  is  this 
true  of  deeds  upon  the  registry. 

But  it  is  no  more  competent  for  the  grantor  to  affect  his  grantee 
by  estoppels  subsequently  created,  than  by  deeds  of  the  same  land 
to  others,  by  the  same  grantor.  Any  title  subsequently  acquired, 
by  the  grantor,  who  conveys  by  warranty,  will  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  grantee.  But  grants  made  by  the  grantor,  or  conditions,  or 
limitations,  or  estoppels  subsequently  attempted  to  be  annexed  to 
the  estate,  will  not  affect  his  grantee. 


Emort  Burpee  v.  Pliny  Parker,  Benjamin  Billings,  and 

Darius  L.  Green. 

[In  Chanceby.] 
Mortgage.    Foreclosure. 

A  mortgagee  may  legally  hold  two  mortgages,  on  different  pieces  of  land,  for  the 
security  of  the  same  debt,  and  may  foreclose  his  mortgage  on  one  piece,  without 
the  other;  and  whether  a  foreclosure  on  one,  will  bar  a  foreclosure  on  the  other, 
depends  npon  the  value  of  the  premises  foreclosed. 

If  the  land  foreclosed  is  equal  in  value  to  the  debt,  the  debt  is  thereby  paid,  and  the 
remaining  premises  are  relieved  from  any  further  claim  as  security. 

AxTSAL  from  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  orator  filed  his  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  certain  prem- 
ises in  Ludlow,  executed  to  the  orator  by  the  defendant  Parker, 
December  7,  1841.     The  condition  to  the  mortgage  was  as  follows : 
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"  The  condition  of  this  deed  is  such,  that  if  the  above  named 
"  Pliny  Parker  and  one  Benjamin  Billings,  shall  well,  truly,  and 
"faithfully  release,  indemnify,  and  save  harmless,  the  said  Emory 
"  Burpee  from  all  suits,  damages,  and  costs,  that  may  arise  by  rea- 
"  son  of  the  said  Burpee's  having  signed  any  note,  draft,  or  order, 
"  for  the  benefit  of  said  Parker  &  Billings,  or  by  reason  of  the 
"  said  Burpee's  hereafter  signing  any  note,  draft,  or  order,  for  their 
"  benefit,  then  this  deed  to  be  void  otherwise  of  force." 

The  orator  alledged  in  his  bill,  that  he  had  signed  various  notes 
to  various  persons,  for  the  benefit  of  said  Parker  &  Billings,  and 
had  paid  the  same,  among  which  was  a  note  to  Black  River  Bank, 
a  note  to  Isaac  P.  Strow,  and  two  notes  to  Martin  Perry. 

The  defendants  admitted  by  their  answers,  that  the  note  given 
to  the  bank  was  for  their  benefit,  and  was  secured  by  the  mortgage ; 
that  the  note  given  to  Strow  was  for  their  benefit,  but  insbted  it 
was  not  secured  by  the  mortgage,  or  intended  to  be  so  secured,  for 
that  the  said  Parker  executed  a  deed  to  the  orator,  of  a  lot  of  land, 
called  the  David  Sargent  lot,  to  secure  him  for  signing  said  Strow 
note,  and  that  the  defendants  had  no  knowledge  of  the  other  notes, 
and  that  no  part  of  the  money  obtained  thereon,  ever  came  to  their 
use. 

The  orator  traversed  the  answers,  and  testimony  was  taken, 
from  which  it  appeared,  that  Parker  &  Billings  rented  a  factory 
belonging  to  the  orator,  and  were  considerably  in  arrear  for  the 
rent ;  and,  that  Aprillst,  1846,  they  executed  a  note  to  the  orator 
of  $1,082.60,  for  the  rent,  and  that  no  part  of  the  money  obtained 
on  said  notes,  was  applied  to  the  extinguishment  of  the  orator's 
claim ;  that  said  Strow  note  was  secured  by  a  deed  of  said  Sargent 
lot,  and  that  the  defendant  Billings  was  present  when  said  notes 
were  executed  to  Perry,  and  said  they  were  for  the  benefit  of 
Parker  &  Billings.  It  also  appeared,  that  the  orator  had  the  money 
obtained  on  said  notes  to  Perry,  and  the  reason  why  he  thus  ob- 
tained it,  was  because  said  Parker  &  Billings  neglected  to  pay 
said  rent. 

The  only  interest  the  other  defendant.  Green,  had  in  the  trans- 
action, was,  as  mortgagee  of  the  premises,  subsequent  to  the  orator. 

The  chancellor  decided,  that  the  bank  note  and  the  Strow  note 
were  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  the  other  notes  were  not ;  from 
which  the  orator  appealed. 
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Washburn  Sf  Marsh  for  the  orator. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  bank  note  was  given  for  the  benefit  of 
Parker  &  Billings,  and  that  tliey  had  the  money  thereon  realized, 
and  that  the  orator  paid  it  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

It  \a  also  admitted  in  the  answers,  that  the  money  realized  on 
the  Strow  note  was  received  by  Parker  &  Billings,  and  it  is  proved 
that  the  orator  paid  it. 

The  mortgage  in  terms,  applies  to  this  very  note. 

As  to  the  notes  given  by  the  orator  for  money  borrowed,  and 
signed  by  him  alone,  the  orator  claims  they  were  executed  solely 
for  the  benefit  of  Parker  &  Billing.^  and  at  their  request,  and 
upon  their  promise  to  pay  them  when  they  become  due,  and  that 
he  has  been  compelled  to  pay  them  ;  and  that,  therefore,  he  has  a 
valid  claim  under  the  mortgage,  to  recover  the  money  so  paid  by 
him,  to  the  extent  of  the  indebtedness  of  Parker  &  Billings  to  him, 
($1,082.60.) 

When  the  orator  received  the  money  borrowed  by  him,  it  was  as 
payment  of  so  much  of  the  debt  of  Parker  &  Billings  to  him,  if 
they  met  the  notes  so  given  for  the  money.  And  so  far  as  the 
mortgage  security  is  concerned,  it  was  in  fact  payment,  creating  a 
claim  for  indemnity  under  the  mortgage,  if  he  was  compelled  to 
repay.     McDaniel  v.  Colvin  et  aL^  IC  Vt.  300. 

S,  FuUam  for  defendants. 

The  defendants  insist  that  the  note  to  Strow  was  not  secured  by 
this  mortgage. 

1.  Because  it  was  given  prior  to  this  mortgage,  and  was  not  in- 
tended to  be  secured  by  it. 

2.  It  was  amply  secured  by  a  d(»ecl  of  the  Sargent  lot. 

The  orator  should  have  included  the  Sargent  lot  in  his  bill,  so 
that  it  might  be  redeemed. 

This  mortgage  only  secures  the  honk  note.  The  other  notes  de* 
scribed-  in  the  bill,  were  given  for  the  orator's  benefit,  were  not 
reckoned  in  the  settlement,  and  in  no  wav  benefitted  tire  defend- 
ants. 

The  obvious  and  palpable  meaning  of  the  mortgage  is,  to  secure 
the  orator  for  undersigning  for  Parker  ^.  Billings,  and  if  the  rent 
of  the  factory  was  intended  to  be  securiMJ,  it  would  have  beeu 
named. 
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Billings  should  be  discharged  with  his  costs.  He  had  no  inter- 
est in  the  premises,  and  never  had,  he  therefore  had  no  interest  to 
redeem. 

Billings  admissions  are  not  evidence  against  the  other  defend- 
ants,—  he  has  no  interest  in  the  controversy,  and  his  admissions 
should  not  affect  those  who  have. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

IsHAM,  J.  The  condition  of  the  mortgage  deed  described  in 
the  orator's  bill,  is  evidently  sufficiently  broad  and  general  in  its 
provisions  to  embrace  the  note  given  to  Isaac  T.  Strow,  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1845.  This  note,  it  appears,  was  given  in  substitution  of 
the  note  executed  by  the  same  parties  to  Archibald  McEwing,  in 
November,  1839. 

The  circumstance  that  the  David  Sargent  lot  was  conveyed  by 
Parker  to  the  complainant,  as  security  for  signing  the  original  note 
to  McEwing,  and  that  he  still  retains  the  same  for  that  purpose, 
does  not  affect  the  right  of  the  complainant  under  this  mortgage, 
as  both  tracts  of  land  may  be  held  under  different  instruments,  as 
security  for  the  same  debt,  and  whether  a  foreclosure  of  one  will 
bar  a  foreclosure  on  the  other,  depends  upon  the  value  of  the  prem- 
ises foreclosed.  If  the  land  foreclosed  is  equal  in  value  to  the 
debt,  the  debt  is  thereby  paid,  and  the  remaining  premises  are  re- 
lieved from  any  further  claim  as  security.  3  Mass.  Rep.  562.  3 
Mason's  Rep.  474.  8  Pick.  Rep.  336.  11  Wend.  Rep.  106.  2 
Greenl.  Evid.  §  524. 

It  was  not  necessary  to  include  the  Sargent  lot  in  the  bill,  as  the 
complainant  is  at  liberty  to  proceed  against  the  premises  described 
in  the  last  mortgage  only,  and  on  payment  of  the  debt,  the  mort- 
gagor has  his  remedy  by  a  bill  in  his  own  name,  for  a  reconvey- 
ance, or  a  decree  to  that  effect  could  have  been  made  in  this  suit, 
if  a  cross  bill  had  been  filed  for  that  purpose. 

The  claim  on  the  note  to  the  Black  River  Bank,  is  not  objected 
to  by  counsel,  and  is  consequently  allowed  on  this  mortgage.  Both 
of  these  claims,  being  numbers  13  and  14  in  the  schedule,  were 
allowed  by  the  chancellor,  but  for  the  rejection  of  other  claims 
made  by  the  complainant,  he  has  taken  this  appeal.  It  is  evident, 
from  the  general  language  of  the  condition  in  the  mortgage  deed, 
that  the  object  of  this  mortgage  was,  to  secure  the  complainant  in 
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giving  them  the  use  of  his  name  and  credit  from  time  to  time,  as 
their  necessities  required,  in  raising  money  for  the  prosecution  of 
their  business.  And  when  we  give  effect  to  the  mortgage  in  securing 
future  claims,  it  is  equally  evident  that  the  testimony  should  as  clearly 
bring  them  within  the  conditions  of  the  deed,  as  would  be  required  on 
those  claims  existing  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage. 
Where  the  notes  so  given  were  signed  by  Parker  &  Billings, 
and  undersigned  by  the  complainant,  the  case  is  free  from  difficulty, 
for  the  note  carries  on  its  face  evidence  of  their  request  for  his 
signature,  and  that  the  benefit  derived,  was  of  that  character  con- 
templated by  the  parties  in  the  execution  of  the  mortgage.  Where 
the  complainant  has  not  undersigned  their  names,  but  has  given 
his  individual  note  for  money  borrowed,  more  difficulty  arises,  as 
the  note  furnishes  no  evidence  of  its  having  been  ^iven  at  their  re- 
quest, or  for  their  benefit,  and  those  facts  are  supplied  by  iv^i^'aio- 
ny  aliunde.  If  Parker  &  Billings  had  raised  money  on  the  indi- 
vidual note  of  the  complainant,  unquestionably  the  complainant 
would  be  secured  under  this  mortgage,  even  if  the  money  had  been 
paid  on  the  debt  of  the  complainant.  For  in  such  case,  the  arts  of 
Parker  &  Billings  would  supply  the  proof  of  request  in  giving  the 
note,  and  show  that  the  benefit  derived  from  such  payment,  was  of 
that  character  contemplated  when  the  mortgage  was  executed. 

Where,  however,  the  complainant  has  executed  his  own  note  to 
other  persons  for  borrowed  money,  and  which  he  personally  nego- 
tiated and  received,  we  derive  no  such  evidence  from  the  face  of 
the  note,  or  from  the  acts  of  Parker  &  Billings,  and  such  are  the 
facts  in  relation  to  the  various  claims  in  the  schecjule,  from  number 
2  to  1 1  inclusive,  except  the  Martin  Perry  notes,  numbered  7  and 
8.  In  all  these  cases  the  complainant  gave  his  own  note,  negotia- 
ted for  the  money,  and  received  the  amount,  and  has  made  no  ap- 
plication of  it  on  any  debt  of  Parker  &  Billings.  To  make  the 
payment  of  those  notes  by  the  complainant,  a  claim  under  that 
mortgage,  it  must  appear  that  they  were  the  notes  of  Parker  8c 
Billings  to  pay,  and  that  they  were  under  obligations  to  indemnify, 
or  save  harmless,  the  complainant  for  having  given  the  same. 
This  obligation  would  arise  if  the  money  had  been  paid  into  the 
hands  of  Parker  &  Billings,  or  if  it  had  been  applied  by  their 
mutual  consent,  on  the  note  given,  or  claim  for  rent,  and  which  is 
referred  to  by  number  15  in  the  schedule. 
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The  complainant  insists  that  such  is  the  case  in  relation  to  these 
notes.  That  the  money  was  borrowed  bj  their  direction,  and 
when  received,  it  was  as  payment  on  the  note  given  for  rent.  This 
16  denied  by  the  several  answers  of  Parker  &  Billings.  They  ad- 
mit their  indebtedness  on  that  note  for  rent,  and  that  they  had 
been  called  upon  for  payment,  but  state  that  they  informed  him  of 
their  inability  to  pay  at  that  time ;  that  he  must  raise  the  money 
he  wanted  elsewhere,  as  he  was  able  to  borrow  and  they  were  not, 
and  they  would  let  him  have  the  money  when  necessary  to  repay 
it.  This  answer,  though  traversed,  is  responsive  to  the  bill,  so 
much  so,  as  to  require  it  to  be  overcome  by  competent  and  suffi- 
cient testimony  to  entitle  the  orator  to  a  decree.  If  the  facts  sta- 
ted in  the  answer  are  true,  it  is  clear  that  Parker  &c  Billings  were 
under  no  obligations  to  pay  these  notes  as  their  own ;  they  were 
simply  under  obligations  to  furnish  the  means  to  the  complainant, 
in  payment  of  their  note,  to  enable  him  to  pay  the  money  bor- 
rowed, and  the  payments,  when  so  made,  would  no  more  constitute 
a  claim  under  this  mortgage,  than  the  note  itself  given  for  the  rent. 

In  examining  tlie  testimony  of  the  several  witnesses  that  have 
been  introduced  by  the  orator,  in  which  they  have  related  the  sub- 
stance of  several  conversations  between  the  orator  and  the  defend- 
ant Billings,  it  is  proper  to  observe,  that  whilst  its  tendency  is 
to  show  the  main  facts,  as  claimed  by  the  orator,  yet  the  testimony 
is  not  greatly  inconsistent  with  the  case,  as  stated  by  the  defend- 
ants in  their  answers,  when  Billings  stated,  (as  testified  by  Mr.  Ben- 
ton and  others,)  that  they  had  frequently  told  the  orator  to  borrow 
monei/,  and  that  they  would  meet,  or  par/  it;  it  is  not  the  exercise  of 
great  latitude  in  the  construction  of  testimony,  to  indulge  the  idea 
that  reference  may  hav^  been  had,  to  their  ptomise  to  pay  a  suffi- 
cient amount  on  their  note  to  the  orator,  to  enable  him  to  pay  those 
notes,  and  in  that  icay  to  pay  or  meet  the  claims. 

It  may  be  as  reasonable  so  to  weigh  the  testimony,  as  to  regard 
those  and  similar  expressions,  as  a  full  recognition  of  those  notes 
as  th(?ir  own,  and  against  which  they  were  bound  to  indemnify  the 
orator.  But  wherever  may  be  the  balance  of  testimony,  as  it 
stands  connected  with  the  witnesses  introduced,  there  are  other 
circu instances  in  the  case  that  do,  and  should,  exert  a  controlling 
influence  iipon  the  question  in  relation  to  these  particular  notes. 
'1  he  claim  of  the  orator  for  rent,  had  been  accruing  for  the  period 
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of  seven  years,  and  was  finally  adjusted,  and  a  note  given  for  the 
balance  in  the  spring  of  1846.  By  reference  to  the  schedule,  it 
will  be  perceived  that  all  these  notes  were  given,  and  the  money 
received  thereon  by  the  orator,  previous  to  that  settlement,  and 
that  the  money  was  borrowed  in  consequence  of  his  inability  to 
obtain  payment  of  his  rent  And  yet,  in  that  settlement  for  rent, 
no  statement  is  made  by  the  orator  of  the  money  borrowed,  no 
credit  given,  and.  no  deduction  from  the  amount  due  for  rent,  made 
on  account  of  it,  but  a  note  was  taken  in  that  settlement  for  the 
rent  due.  If  the  orator  intended  to  make  those  notes  the  debts  of 
Parker  &  Billings,  and  place  them  under  an  obligation  to  save  him 
harmless  from  the  payment  of  them,  it  was  his  duty  to  have  then 
applied  the  money  received  on  the  notes,  on  the  rent,  and  have 
taken  their  note  only  for  the  balance,  or  by  mutual  consent  have 
indorsed  that  amount  on  the  note.  The  money  would  then  have 
been  applied  for  the  benefit  of  Parker  &  Billings,  and  the  notes 
would  have  been  theirs  to  pay.  But  the  neglect  of  the  orator  so 
to  apply  the  money,  or  account  for  the  same,  was  a  direct  repudi- 
ation of  their  right  to  treat  the  same  as  payment  on  that  claim. 
He  has  treated  the  notes  and  the  money  received  thereon  as  his  own, 
and  with  which  Parker  &  Billings  had  no  concern ;  it  is  evident,  also, 
Parker  &  Billings  so  considered  it,  for  they  were  directly  inter- 
ested to  insist  upon  the  application  of  that  money  on  the  rent,  if 
the  money  had  been  borrowed  on  their  account.  And  if  the  notes 
were  for  them  to  pay,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  they 
would  have  given  their  note  for  the  amount  of  rent  due,  if  they 
were  entitled  to  have  that  application  made,  and  leave  unaccount- 
ed for  in  any  place  the  money  so  raised.  It  is  true  Parker  &  Bil- 
lings were  benefitted  in  the  orator's  borrowing  this  money  for  his 
use,  and  in  his  not  insisting  upon  immediate  payment  of  the  note 
against  them,  as  they  were  to  that  extent  permitted  to  retain  their 
actual  capital  in  the  prosecution  of  their  business.  But  it  was 
that  benefit  only  which  every  debtor  derives  from  an  extension  of 
credit  on  his  debts. 

They  were  equally  benefitted  when  the  note  for  rent  was  given, 
as  the  orator  might  then  have  insisted  upon  immediate  payment 
of  that  amount,  and  extracted  so  much  from  their  actual  capital 
employed ;  but  by  giving  this  note,  they  were  permitted  to  retain 
it  in  their  business,  yet  no  one  has  considered  that  note  as  secured 
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by  this  mortgage.  In  relation  to  those  claims,  therefore,  we  think 
thej  were  properly  disallowed  by  the  chancellor.  The  same  con- 
siderations apply  in  relation  to  the  note  given  to  the  Bellows  Falls 
Bank,  being  number  12  in  the  schedule.  The  note,  also,  purports 
on  its  face  to  have  been  given  by  the  orator  as  principal,  as  he  was 
the  first  signer.  The  defendants  Parker  &  Billings,  state,  that  they 
signed  the  note  as  sureties,  and  the  testimony,  particularly  of 
Charles  Burpee,  is  far  from  overcoming  the  answer,  and  the  evi- 
dence arising  from  the  face  of  the  note,  in  showing  this  to  be  the 
note  of  Parker  &  Billings  to  pay. 

In  relation  to  the  notes  given  to  Martin  Perry,  being  numbers 
7  and  8  in  the  schedule,  though  given  before  the  settlement  in  the 
spring  of  1846,  yet,  it  would  appear  from  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Perry,  that  the  money  was  not  received  by  the  orator,  and  had  no 
connection  with  their  indebtedness  for  rent,  but  on  the  contrary, 
the  first  note  was  borrowed  for  Parker  &  Billings,  to  enable  them 
to  pay  a  bank  note.  There  was  not,  therefore,  the  6ame  reason 
for  accounting  for  the  money  on  the  settlement  for  rent,  that  ex- 
isted in  relation  to  the  other  notes,  where  the  money  was  received 
and  retained  by  him.  Perry  testifies  distinctly,  that  Billings  was 
present  when  the  money  was  borrowed  in  the  one  case  and  paid  in 
the  other,  and  not  only  from  their  declarations  in  conversation,  but 
from  the  conduct  and  interest  which  Billings  took  in  the  transac- 
tion, he  was  informed  and  received  the  impression,  that  the  money 
was  obtained  for  them,  and  had  been  appropriated  for  their  benefit. 

We  are,  therefore,  inclined  to  the  opinion,  that  these  two  notes 
should  be  added  to  those  allowed  by  the  chancellor,  under  this 
mortgage. 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  case  remanded  for  the  purpose  of  adding  those  two  notes, 
and  including  them  in  a  decree  for  the  orator. 
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Job  Lyman  v.  Windsor,  West  Windsor,  and  Edwin 

Edgerton. 

[This  case  was  heard,  March  term,  1862,  in  Windsor  County.] 

Town  Clerks, —  their  official  duty.     Liability  of  towns  for  the  de- 
fault of  their  Town  Clerks,    Misjoinder. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  the  town  and  town  clerk,  for  a  breach  of  offi 
cial  duty  on  the  part  of  the  town  clerk,  set  forth  in  his  declaration,  the  averments, 
in  substance,  that  the  town  clerk,  being  inquired  of  by  the  plaintiff,  at  the  tune  of 
their  negotiation,  (the  said  negotiation  being  with  the  town  clerk  for  the  purchase 
of  certain  lands,)  whether  there  was  any  incumbrance  of  record  upon  the  land 
which  he  was  about  to  purchase,  and  being  requested,  if  there  was,  to  show  the 
record  of  it  to  the  plaintiff,  neglected  and  refused  to  show  the  record,  and  did  not 
disclose  the  fact  that  such  incumbrance  existed,  but  concealed  the  same.  The 
Inquiring  and  request  of  the  plaintiff,  being  alledged  to  have  been  addressed  to 
the  defendant  in  his  official  capacity,  and  his  conduct  which  ensued,  being  aL*o 
alledged  in  the  same  character,  it  was  htld^  that  the  facts  alledged  are  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  redress  under  the  statute. 

And  where  it  was  further  charged,  that  although  defendant  Edgerton  knew  the 
plaintiff  to  be  ignorant  of  the  incumbrance,  he  concealed  the  fact  of  its  exist- 
ence, furnishing  no  clue  or  guide  by  which  the  record  of  it  might  be  discovered, 
hdd,  that  an  official  neglect  and  violation  of  duty  are  sufficiently  alledged.  And 
that  the  additional  averments  of  this  count,  that  the  plaintiff  was  thus  induced  to 
complete  his  purchase,  believing  the  land  to  be  unincumbered,  except  by  the 
lease  to  Dunbar  and  White,  and  was  consequently  obliged  to  incur  a  heavy  loss 
by  the  reason  of  the  previous  mortgage  to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  held  that 
a  legal  cause  of  action  is  here  stated,  as  well  against  the  defendant  town,  as 
i^ainstthe  town  clerk. 

And  it  was  held^  that  the  liability  of  the  town,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  is 
equally  original  and  direct  as  that  of  their  delinquent  town  clerk  or  constable. 
And  that  no  previous  recovery  or  suit  against  the  officer,  is  necessary  in  order  to 
perfect  a  right  of  action  against  the  town  for  his  default. 

The  enactment,  that  the  town  "  shall  bo  liable  to  make  good  all  damages,*'  &c.,  is 
held  to  render  them  immediately  answerable  for  the  official  misconduct  or  neglect 
of  the  officer,  to  any  person  sustaining  injury  thereby.  This  is  neither  more  nor 
less  tiian  the  liability  of  the  officer  himself.  Both  are  made  liable  in  the  same 
form  of  action,  and  may  be  subjected  upon  the  same  evidence.  Hence,  a  joint 
action  can  be  sustained  against  the  two  parties  liable. 

Action  on  the  case,  for  the  default  of  the  defendant  Ed- 
gerton, as  town  clerk  of  the  former  town  of  Windsor,  now  Windsor 
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and  West  Windsor.  The  declaration  is  in  four  counts.  In. each, 
the  following  facts  are  alledged,  viz. :  That  defendant  Kdgerton, 
from  March,  1835,  to  March,  1841,  was  legally  chosen  and  officiated 
as  town  clerk  of  the  then  town  of  Windsor,  (now  Windsor  and 
West  Windsor.)  That  June  10,  1835,  he,  with  his  wife,  executed 
a  mortgage  of  certain  lands  in  Windsor,  to  George  and  £dward 
Curtis,  conditioned  to  secure  his  note  to  them  bearing  date  the 
first  of  May,  previous.  That  said  mortgage  was  lodged  with  him 
for  record,  and  was  by  him,  as  town  clerk,  recorded,  without  mak- 
ing any  index  or  reference  to  the  record,  and  none  existed  as  long 
as  he  continued  to  be  town  clerk. 

That  afterwards,  on  the  4th  day  of  February,  1839,  well  know- 
ing that  said  incumbrance  still  existed  in  fact  and  upon  the  record, 
and  that  there  was  no  such  index  or  reference,  and  that  plaintifT 
had  no  knowledge  of  said  incumbrance,  but  fully  believed  there 
was  none,  sold  to  the  plain  tiff,  and  received  pay  for  the  same  to 
the  full  value  of  the  lands  purchased,  and  by  deed  of  himself  and 
wife,  granted  and  conveyed  the  same  to  plaintiff,  as  being  free  and 
clear  (as  specified  in  said  deed)  from  ail  incumbrance,  except  a 
certain  lease  then  held  by  Dunbar  &  White ;  and  the  plaintifiTs 
said  deed  was  duly  recorded  the  7th  day  of  the  same  month. 

That  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  such  purchase,  did  not  know  of 
such  incumbrance,  and  never  learned  of  its  existence  until  the  bill 
was  served  upon  him  in  favor  of  said  George  and  Edward  Curtis, 
brought  to  foreclose  their  mortgage,  in  October,  1845,  at  which 
time  said  Edgerton  had  become  and  has  ever  since  remained 
wholly  insolvent ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  made  said 
purchase,  had  he  known  of  said  incumbrance. 

That  said  George  and  Edward  Curtis  pursued  their  said  bill, 
and  in  May,  1849,  obtained  a  final  decree  against  plaintiflT  and 
others,  and  that  plaintiff  has  had  to  pay  a  large  sum  to  redeem  his 
lands  from  said  incumbrance.  That  he  has  thereby  suffered  dam- 
ages, See. 

The  allegations  of  Edgerton*s  duty,  as  town  clerk,  and  of  breaches 
in  the  first  and  second  counts,  are,  in  substance,  as  follows : — 

IST  Count.  Duty:  (1.)  To  have  made  and  kept  open  to  in- 
spection, such  an  index  or  reference  to  the  record  of  the  mortgage : 
(2.)  Or  to  have  disclosed  the  existence  of  the  incumbrance  to 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase. 
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Breach,  That  he  did  neither. 

2d  Count.  Duty:  (1.)  To  have  made  and  kept,  such  an  index 
or  reference :  (2.)  And,  at  the  time  of  negotiating  said  trade  with 
plaintiff,  on  proper  request,  to  have  shown  to  plaintiff  the  record 
of  the  mortgage :  (3.)  Or,  upon  inquiry  relative  to  incumbrances, 
made  bj  plaintiff,  of  said  Edgerton,  at  the  time  of  negotiating  the 
trade,  to  have  in  some  way  disclosed  to  the  plaintiff,  the  fact  of  the 
incumbrance. 

Breaches.  (1.)  That  he  made  and  kept  no  index,  &c.  (2.)  That^ 
although  said  Edgerton  was  inquired  of  by  plaintiff,  whether  there 
was  any  incumbrance  of  record,  at  the  time  of  negotiating;  and 
at  same  time  plaintiff  requested  him,  if  there  was  any  such  record 
of  incumbrance,  to  show  plaintiff  the  record ;  yet  said  Edgerton 
did  not  show  the  record,  or  disclose  the  fact  of  the  incumbrance. 

General  demurrer  to  the  declaration.  The  county  court.  May 
term,  1851, —  Pierpoint,  J.,  presiding,  upon  said  demurrer,  ren- 
dered judgment  that  the  declaration  is  insufficient  by  reason  of  the 
misjoinder  of  said  Edgerton,  as  party  defendant,  with  said  towns. 
Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

E,  Hutchinson,  Tracy,  Converse  Sf  Barrett  for  plaintiff. 

1.  The  plaintiff  insists  there  was  no  misjoinder.  If  a  suit  would 
lie  against  either  defendant,  if  sued  alone,  it  can  hv  sustained 
agunst  them  jointly. 

Towns  are  made  liable  for  the  neglects  or  defaults-  of  their  town 
clerks,  &c     Slade's  Ed.  Stat  420,  §  2.     Revi.  Stat.  89,  §  27. 

That  a  suit  could  be  sustained  aginst  either  the  town  or  the  clerk, 
will  not  be  denied. 

If  against  either,  then  surely  against  both,  separately,  at  the 
same  time. 

If  against  both,  separately,  then  why  not  against  them  jointly  ? 

The  very  evidence  which  would  make  one  liable,  would  make 
the  other  also.  What  would  excuse  one,  would  excuse  the  other 
also. 

The  same  allegations  necessary  to  raise  the  liability  of  one, 
would  make  the  other  liable  also. 

Their  liability  is  inseparable. 

There  are  cases,  when  it  is  said  the  master  and  servant  cannot 
be  joined.    But  in  such  cases,  the  master  is  either  not  liable  at  all, 
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or  in  a  different  form  of  action  from  what  is  applicable  to  the 
servant.  If  the  master  directs  or  encourages  the  servant  to  com- 
mit an  act  of  trespass,  or  assents  to  it,  they  are  both  liable  in  tres- 
pass,  and  may  be  joined. 

Now  if  the  master  and  servant  do  any  act,  or  are  guilty  of  neg- 
lect, which  would  make  them  liable  in  case/is  there  any  less  reason 
for  joining  them  ? 

The  true  rule  seems  to  be,  where  the  same  form  of  action,  sus- 
tained by  the  same  proof,  will  lie  against  two  or  more,  they  may 
be  joined  as  defendants. 

In  Wright  v.  Wilcox,  19  Wend.  345,  Co  wen,  J.,  says,  «  Wheth- 
"  er  the  principal  and  inferior  may  be  charged  jointly,  depends 
**  on  a  trespasser  vi  et  armts,  or  in  case  only.  If  the  latter,  they 
"  may  be  sued  jointly,"  &c. 

The  same  rule  is  laid  down  in  Hammond  on  Parties,  95,  96  and 
97.  Also  in  Brown  v.  Lent,  20  Vt  529,  see  opinion  by  Davis,  J., 
p.  531. 

In  Moreton  v.  Harden  et  al,,  10  C.  L.  R.  316,  where  one  of  the 
proprietors  of  a  stage  coach  was  driving,  and  ran  against  plaintiff's 
cart,  it  was  held,  that  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligence  would 
lie  against  all  three.  It  being  objected  that  trespass  was  the 
proper  action  against  the  driver,  Bailey,  J.,  said,  "  It  is  a  suffi- 
"  cient  answer  to  say,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  sue  all  the 
"defendants,  and  that  trespass  clearly  could  not  lie  against  them 
"  all ;  such  action  might  perhaps  be  maintained  against  the  driver, 
but  not  against  the  other  defendants."     6  D.  &  R.  275. 

In  Wilson  v.  Peto  Sf  Hunter,  17  C.  L.  R.  13,  which  was  a  case 
for  obstructing  lights.  Hunter  was  clerk  for  Peto  in  erecting  the 
buildings.  Hunter  complained,  and  claimed  that  he  ought  not  to 
be  joined ;  but  the  court  held  them  properly  joined,  as  the  clerk 
was  present  and  superintended  the  work. 

There  are  cases  where  either  tresspass  or  case  will  lie.  Water- 
man  v.  Hcdl  et  al.,  17  Vt.  128.  And  where  there  may  be  such 
choice  of  actions  against  some,  and  only  case  against  others,  they 
may  all  be  joined  in  case.  WiUiams  v.  Holland,  25  C.  L.  R.  50. 
25  C.  L.  R.  261,  same  case. 

2.  The  declaration  is  in  other  respects  sufficient.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  town  clerk  to  disclose  the  true  state  of  the  title  to  the 
premises. 
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Washburn  Sf  Marsh  for  defendants. 

1.  The  declaration  is  defective,  upon  demurrer,  for  the  misjoin- 
der of  defendants.  The  action  is  brought  against  the  town  and 
the  town  clerk  jointly,  but  if  they  are  each  liable,  it  is  for  causes 
of  action  distinct  in  their  nature,  and  not  for  a  joint  tort.  The 
town  derk  is  liable,  if  at  all,  at  common  law,  for  the  wilful  fraud 
alledged  in  the  declaration ;  or,  under  the  statute  of  1797,  for  his 
neglect  of  duty.  But  the  town  is  liable  solely  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  of  1816,  which  imposes  upon  them  a  liability  to  make  good 
the  damages  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  town  clerk.  The 
town  have  committed  no  tarty  and  they  are  only  liable  to  be  sued 
in  cassy  because  that  form  of  action  is  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
The  town  derk  is  charged  with  a  wilful  tort.  Even  in  the  case 
of  master  and  servant,  the  master  cannot  be  joined  as  defendant, 
for  a  wilful  trespass  committed  by  the  servant,  and  it  can  make  no 
difference,  that  the  offence  is  a  non-feazance,  if  the  omission  be 
charged  as  wilful,  and  with  malicious  intent,  on  the  part  of  the 
servant.  As  against  the  town,  a  further  allegation  is  required 
than  against  the  town  clerk,  to  wit,  that  the  town  is  by  law  re- 
sponsible for  the  default  of  the  town  clerk.  The  act  of  .the  town 
clerk  is  not  the  act  of  the  town,  as  in  case  of  master  and  servant, 
but  the  town  is  liable  to  "  make  good  the  damages  "  occasioned  by 
the  act. 

Previous  to  the  statute  of  1816,  no  action  could  have  been  sus- 
tained against  the  town,  and,  of  course,  the  town  and  town  clerk 
could  not  have  been  joined.  The  statute  of  1816  has  not  changed 
the  rule  in  this  respect,  and  the  defect  being  apparent  upon  the 
face  of  the  declaration,  it  is  fatal  upon  general  demurrer.  1  Chit. 
PL  72,  74.     GampheU  v.  Phelps^  1  Pick.  62,  16  Vt.  608. 

2.  The  declaration  is  defective,  as  against  the  towns,  in  omitting 
to  aver  that  the  plaintiff  made  any  examination  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  mortgage  deed  was  indexed  or  not. 

The  action  is  case,  brought  to  recover  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  misconduct  of  the  town  clerk.  It  is 
essential  that  the  damages  shotdd  have  been  occasioned  bgstich  mis- 
eondttct ;  if  not  so  occasioned,  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  of  the 
misconduct 

The  misconduct  alledged  was  not  offidal,  and  does  not  render 
the  town  liable.     The  plaintiff  relied  solely  upon  the  personal  as- 
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su ranee  and  goo*d  faith  of  Edgerton,  and  in  no  respect  upon  his 
official  position.  The  inquiries  were  not  made  of  Edgerton,  be- 
cause he  was  then  town  clerk,  nor  did  his  tlien  holding  the  office 
enable  him  more  satisfactorily  to  answer  them.  The  answer 
would  have  been  the  same,  and  the  effect  the  same,  if  be  had 
ceased  to  be  town  clerk  in  March,  1836.  This  deprives  the  plain- 
tiff of  all  pretence  for  saying,  that  the  misconduct  was  ojffUnaL 

3.  The  omission  to  index  the  mortgage,  was  not  the  neglect  of 
a  duty,  on  the  part  of  the  town  clerk,  for  which  the  town  is  re- 
sponsible. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  truly  to  record  the  mortgage. 
SI.  Stat.  415,  §  20.  And  it  has  been  decided  by  this  court,  in  the 
case  of  Curtis  v.  Lyman^  that  this  requirement  was  complied  with, — 
that  the  deed  was  truly  recorded. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoYCE,  Cn.  J.  Several  of  the  questions  now  made  in  arga- 
ment,  were  decided  in  Hunter  v.  Windsor  and  West  Windsor^  at 
the  last  term.  And,  treating  the  points  then  determined  as  being 
settled  for  this  case  also,  we  have  at  present  only  to  inquire, — 
1st,  whether  the  allcdged  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  sufficiently  appears 
to  have  resulted  from  any  breach  of  official  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  Edgerton ;  and  2d,  whether  there  is  a  misjoinder  of 
defendants. 

The  first  question  will  be  considered  in  reference  only  to  the 
second  count  in  the  declaration.  For,  if  the  allegations  in  this 
count  are  sufficient  to  determine  the  question  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, it  becomes  unnecessary  to  pass  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the 
other  counts.  The  averments  peculiar  to  this  count,  are,  in  sub- 
stance, that  Edgerton,  being  inquired  of  by  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
time  of  their  negotiation,  whether  there  was  any  incumbrance  of 
record  upon  the  land,  which  he  was  about  to  purchase,  and  being 
requested,  if  there  was,  to  show  the  record  of  it  to  the  plaintiff, 
neglected  and  refused  to  show  the  record,  and  did  not  disclose  the 
fact  that  such  incumbrance  existed,  but  concealed  the  same.  Now 
without  relying  for  any  decisive  effect  in  this  case,  upon  the  failure 
of  Mr.  Edgerton  to  keep  an  alphabet  or  index,  pointing  to  the  re- 
cord of  his  mortgage  to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  we  think  the 
other  facts  here  alledged  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  redress 
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under  the  statute.  The  inquiry  and  request  of  t]^e  plaintiff,  are 
aUedged  to  have  been  addressed  to  the  defendant  Edgcrton  in  his 
official  capacity,  and  his  conduct  which  ensued,  is  also  alledgcd  in 
the  same  character.  And  such,  indeed,  is  the  sense  in  which  the 
transaction  would  be  more  properly  understood.  The  inquiry  was, 
whether  there  was  any  such  incumbrance  of  record  **  in  his  office," 
which  could  mean  no  other  than  his  office  as  town  clerk ;  that  be- 
ing the  only  place  in  Windsor  for  such  record  to  be  made  or  kept. 
And  the  request  was,  that  he  would  show  the  record,  if  one  exist- 
ed;—  a  request  obviously  referring  to  that  ofiicial  custody  and  con- 
trol of  the  records  which  would  riglitfully  enable  him  to  exhibit 
them.  Had  he  complied  with  the  request,  it  would  seem  that  in 
80  doing  he  must  have  acted  officially.  And  since  we  must  sup- 
pose Mr.  Edgerton  to  have  been  fully  aware  of  the  incumbrance, 
and  the  record  of  it,  (which  fact  is  moreover  expressly  charged  in 
this  count  and  others,)  his  neglect  and  refusal  to  show  the  record, 
upon  a  request  so  manifestly  timely  and  reasonable,  could  be  noth- 
ing less  than  a  default  in  official  duty,  unless  he  disclosed  the  ex- 
istence of  the  incumbrance,  or  put  the  plaintiff  in  a  way  to  find 
the  record  of  it  by  examination.  But  it  is  charged,  that  although 
he  knew  the  plaintiff  to  be  ignorant  of  the  incumbrance,  he  con- 
cealed the  fact  of  its  existence,  furnishing  no  clue  or  guide  by 
which  the  record  of  it  might  be  discovered.  We  think  an  official 
neglect  and  violation  of  duty  are  sufficiently  alledgcd.  And  as  it 
appears,  from  the  additional  avei*ments  of  this  count,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  thus  induced  to  complete  his  purchase,  believing  the  land 
to  be  unincumbered,  except  by  the  lease  to  Dunbar  &  White,  and 
was  consequently  obliged  to  incur  a  heavy  loss,  by  reason  of  the 
previous  mortgage  to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  we  consider  that 
a  legal  cause  of  action  is  here  stated,  as  well  against  the  defend- 
ant towns  as  against  the  town  clerk. 

It  may  be  premised  in  reference  to  the  other  question,  that  the 
liability  of  the  town,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  is  equally  origi- 
nal and  direct  as  that  of  their  delinquent  town  clerk  or  constable. 
No  previous  recovery  or  suit  against  the  officer  is  necessary,  in 
order  to  perfect  a  right  of  action  against  the  town  for  his  default. 

The  statutory  enactment,  that  the  town  "  shall  be  liable  to  make 
"  good  all  damages,"  &c.,  is  held  to  render  them  immediately  an- 
swerable for  the  official  misconduct  or  neglect  of  the  officer,  to  any 
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person  sustaining  injury  thereby.  This  is  neither  more  nor  less 
than  the  liability  of  the  officer  himself.  Both  are  made  liable  in 
the  same  form  of  action,  and  may  be  subjected  upon  the  same  evi- 
dence. 

Hence,  no  solid  objection  is  perceived  to  a  joint  action  against 
the  two  parties  liable.  The  person  injured  cannot  be  restricted  to 
an  action  against  one  only  of  these  parties,  and  if  he  seeks  his 
remedy  against  both,  it  is  not  apparent  why  two  actions  of  the 
same  kind  should  be  required  to  enforce  precisely  the  same  lia- 
bility. So  far  as  the  analogy  extends  between  such  a  case  as  the 
present  and  those  growing  out  of  the  relation  of  master  and  serv- 
ant, the  views  now  expressed  receive  countenance  from  the  ten- 
dency of  modem  authority  in  the  latter  cases.  The  inclination 
evidently  is,  to  sanction  a  joint  action  against  the  master  and  serv- 
ant, for  the  default  of  the  latter,  provided  the  appropriate  form  of 
action  against  each  would  be  casCy  and  not  trespass. 

It  is  true,  that  the  liability  of  a  town  in  this  class  of  cases,  would 
not  arise  upon  common  law  principles.  But  when  it  is  created  by 
statute,  and  made  to  co-exist  with  that  of  their  officer  in  the  man- 
ner before  stated,  we  are  disposed  to  hold  that  the  prescribed 
action  on  the  case  is  warranted  jointly  against  the  town  and  the 
officer,  as  well  by  a  just  construction  of  the  statute  itself,  as  by 
analogy  to  the  cases  against  master  and  servant.  The  result  is, 
that  in  our  opinion  there  is  not  a  misjoinder  of  defendants. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the 
declaration  is  adjudged  to  be  sufficient. 
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Deeds.     Town  Clerk,     Certijicaie,     Tenants  in  common.     Sever* 

ally.    Possession,    Parol,    Jury. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  town  clerk  to  certify  a  copy  of  the  record,  and  if  he  certifies  the 
copy  to  be  "  a  true  record  of  the  deed,  recorded  in  his  office,"  it  appearing  from 
the  copy  that  such  a  record  existed  in  the  office,  it  will  be  intended  that  the 
cleiiL  certified  from  the  record. 

The  deeding  of  a  given  number  of  acres  to  one  man,  and  another  number  to  an- 
other, thus  conveying  the  whole  right  to  both,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that 
the  land  was  intended  to  be  conveyed  in  severalty,  will  create  a  tenancy  in 
common,  and  they  will  hold  in  common,  in  the  proportion  of  the  number  of  acres 
specified  in  their  deeds. 
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And  even  if  the  deeds  showed  that  A/s  right  lay  in  severalty,  and  the  other  owner, 
D.f  did  not  object  to  A.*s  acts  of  possession,  C,  a  mere  stranger,  could  not,  and 
C.*s  intrusion  might  justly  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  A.*8  possession. 

So,  too,  A/s  contract  to  purchase  the  right  of  B.,  would  enable  A.  to  refer  his  acta 
upon  the  land  to  B/s  deed,  in  order  to  determine  whether  they  were  to  be  re- 
garded as  possessory,  or  mere  torts;  it  has  often  been  so  decided,  where  the 
license  to  enter  was  in  writing,  and  the  same  results  would  follow  when  the  con- 
tract is  not  in  writing. 

When  the  deed  describes  the  land,  as  being  within  the  original  charter  limits  of  a 
town,  we  are  to  look  to  the  charter  for  the  right,  and  then  to  the  right  for  its  ser- 
erance,  and  there  identify  the  subject  matter.  This  may  always  be  done  by 
parol,  and  it  is  not  affected  by  a  change  of  the  name  of  the  to^n,  or  setting  a 
portion  of  it  to  another  town. 

When  there  are  facts  important  to  be  considered  in  giving  a  construction  to  a  deed, 
and  those  facts  are  in  dispute,  it  may  properly  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  under  a 
hypothetical  charge  of  the  court. 

Trespass  quare  clamum /regit.  The  defendants  pleaded  /lie- 
rum  tenetneniium*  The  plaintiff  new  assigned,  setting  out  the 
locus  in  quo,  by  abuttals ;  to  which  defendants  plead  the  general 
issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

The  plaintiff,  to  sustain  the  issue  on  his  part,  offered,  in  evi- 
dence, a  deed  from  Paul  Atwood  to  himself,  dated  November  20, 
1829,  of  seventy-six  acres  of  lot  number  137,  in  the  town  of  Hunt- 
ington, drawn  to  the  rightof  James  Ferris,  son  of  Benjamin  Ferris. 
This  deed  was  objected  to  by  the  defendants,  because  it  described 
the  lot  as  being  in  the  town  of  Huntington,  and  not  in  the  town 
of  Bolton.  The  plaintiff  then  gave,  in  evidence,  an  act  of  the 
legislature,  passed  in  the  year  1808,  annexing  a  part  of  the  town 
of  Huntington  to  the  town  of  Bolton.  The  plaintiff  also  intro- 
duced the  town  clerk  of  Huntington,  who  produced  an  ancient 
plan  of  said  town  of  Huntington,  as  originally  chartered,  who 
testified,  that  he  received  the  plan  from  his  predecessor  in  office ; 
that  he  had  been  town  clerk  for  three  years,  during  which  time 
the  plan  had  remained  in  the  ofRce,  and  had  been  consulted  and 
treated,  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  town,  as  a  correct  plan  of  the 
town.  He  also  testified,  that  a  red  line,  drawn  across  said  plan, 
was  understood  to  be  the  line  indicfating  the  division  line  between 
that  part  of  Huntington  annexed  to  Bolton  in  1808,  and  the  re- 
mainder of  the  town ;  that  he  hud  never  been  on  the  line,  or  exam- 
ined it  personally. 


JUNE  TERM,  1852.  585 

Preston  V.  Robinwm  &  Bobs. 

It  appeared  from  the  plan,  that  there  was  no  lot  number  137,  in 
the  present  limits  of  the  town  of  Huntington,  but  there  is  a  lot  of 
that  number  in  that  part  of  Bolton,  which  was  formerly  a  part  of 
Huntington. 

The  plaintiff  also  introduced  the  records  of  the  original  propri- 
etors of  the  town  of  Huntington,  from  which  it  appeared  that  lot 
No.  137  was  drawn  to  the  right  of  James  Ferris,  son  of  Benjamin 
Ferris,  being  the  same  named  in  said  deed  offered  as  aforesaid. 
And  it  also  appeared,  that  there  is  no  lot  within  the  present  limits 
of  Huntington,  drawn  to  the  right  of  the  said  Ferris. 

Upon  this  evidence,  the  court  allowed  said  deed  to  be  read  in 
evidence  to  the  jury,  to  which  defendants  excepted.  The  plan 
was  referred  to  as  part  of  exception,  also  said  act  of  1808.  The 
plaintiff  also  offered  in  evidence  a  copy  of  a  deed  of  one  hundred 
acres  in  lot  No.  137,  dated  June  15,  1827,  from  Samuel  Atherton 
to  Josiah  Preston,  which  was  objected  to  bj  defendants,  on  account 
of  an  alledged  insufficiency  in  the  town  clerk's  certificate  upon 
said  copy.  The  said  certificate  was  as  follows :  "  I  hereby  certify 
the  above  to  be  a  true  copy  of  a  deed  from  Samuel  Atherton  to 
Josiah  Preston,  said  deed  dated  June  15,  1827,  and  recorded  in 
VoL  4,  page  236  of  Bolton  land  records. 

J.  H;  Whitcomb,  Town  Clerk,** 

The  court  overruled  said  objection,  and  admitted  said  copy  ta 
be  read,  to  which  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  plaintiff  then  gave  evidence,  tending  to  prove  that  as  eaily- 
as  1829  he  entered  upon  said  lot  No.  137,  claiming  to  be  theewn-. 
er  of  the  game  by  virtue  of  the  deed  aforesaid,  from  Paul  Atwood' 
to  him,  and  also  as  a  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  the  said.  Josiah^ 
Preston,  and  that  he  had  ever  since  claimed  to  be  the  sole  owner- 
of  the  said  lot.  The  plaintiff's  evidence  also  tended  to  prove  that 
from  1829  to  1847  or  1848,  the  plaintiff  had,  from  time  to  time, 
taken  timber  from  the  said  lot,  and  some  years,  had  taken  large 
quantities  of  timber  from  the  lot,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  any 
other  person  had  claimed  the  lot,  or  ever  exercised  any  acts  of 
ownership  upon  it.  The  lot  had  been  used  by  the  plaintiff  as  a 
timber  lot  wholly,  and  no  pajrt  of  it  had  been  cleared  or  fenced. 
The  evidence  also  tended  to  prove  that  the  lot  contained  about 
139  acres  and  was  surrounded  by  lot  lines,  ia  the  usual  manner- 
of  lot  lines. 

38 
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A  copy  of  the  original  survey  bill  of  lot  No.  137,  was  also  in- 
troduced in  evidence,  but  it  appeared  that  the  lines,  as  indicated 
by  the  survey  bill,  would  not  compare  with  the  lines  of  the  lot  as 
indicated  upon  the  plan.  The  plaintiff  also  gave  evidence  tending 
to  prove,  that  the  defendants  entered  upon  said  lot  No.  IST,  in 
that  part  of  Bolton  formerly  Huntington,  and  cut  and  took  awajr 
a  quantity  of  standing  trees,  of  the  kind  mentioned  in  the  plain- 
tiff's declaration. 

The  defendants  introduced  no  evidence. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  if  there  was  no  such  lot  as  No- 
Id?,  in  the  town  of  Huntington,  drawn  to  the  right  of  the  said 
Ferris  in  1829,  as  was  described  in  the  deed  from  said  Atwood  to 
the  plaintiff,  but  there  was  such  a  lot  drawn  to  said  right  in  tbat 
part  of  Huntington  which  had  formerly  been  annexed  to  Bolton, 
and  that  was  the  lot  really  intended  to  be  conveyed  by  the  deed, 
then  the  deed  would  have  the  same  effect,  as  if  the  whole  descrip- 
tion had  been  correct.  That  if  they  found  that  said  lot  was  marked 
by  definite  lines  and  boundaries,  and  that  the  plaintiff  entered  up- 
on said  lot  as  early  as  1829,  and  had  used  the  same  in  the  same 
manner  the  owner  of  such  property  ordinarily  does,  for  more  than 
fifteen  years,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  thereof,  then  he  had  made 
a  good  title  thereto  ;  and  also,  that  if  there  was  in  fact  a  marked 
line  running  around  said  lot,  it  was  immaterial  whether  the  line 
corresponded  with  the  lines  of  the  lot,  as  indicated  by  the  original 
survey  bill. 

The  defendants  insisted,  and  so  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff  entered  upon  said  lot,  claiming  under 
his  deed  from  Paul  Atwood,  that  his  claim  could  be  to  no  more 
than  was  covered  by  the  deed,  and  that  as  the  deed  purported  to 
convey  only  seventy-six  acres  of  said  lot,  and  did  not  locate  it, 
then  the  deed  could  have  no  operation  unless  the  grantor  and 
grantee  mutually  located  the  part  conveyed,  and  that  as  there  was 
no  evidence  of  any  such  location  or  of  any  location,  by  the  plain- 
tiff, that  his  deed  could  have  no  operation. 

The  court  declined  so  to  charge,  and  charged  the  jur}'  upon 
this  point,  that  the  deed  from  Paul  Atwood  to  the  plaintiff  of  sev- 
enty-six acres  out  of  lot  No.  137,  conveyed  to  him  an.  undivided 
interest  in  the  whole  lot  as  tenant  in  common,  and  if  he  entered 
under  this  deed  and  took  possession,  claiming  the  whole  lot,  it 
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wonld  give  him  a  constructive  possession  of  the  whole  lot.    To 
which  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  charge  as  to  the  commission  of  the  trespass  by  the  defend- 
ants was  not  objected  to.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  After  verdict,  the  defendants  made  a  motion  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  which  the  court  overruled,  to  which,  and  also  to  the 
charge  of  the  court  and  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence  as  above 
stated,  the  defendants  excepted. 

X.  Underwood  for  defendants. 

The  defendants  insist  that  the  deeds  were  not  admissible  for  the 
following  reasons. 

1.  The  deed  from  Paul  Atwood  to  plaintiff  describes  the  land 
as  located  in  Tluntington,  in  1829,  and  parol  evidence  was  inad- 
missible to  contradict  the  deed. 

2.  The  deed  is  of  seventy-six  acres  of  a  lot  containing  139 
acres  and  is  not  located  by  the  deed,  and  there  was  no  evidence  of 
a  location  by  the  parties.  The  deed  could  have  no  operation  un- 
til the  land  was  located.  4  Bac.  Air.  525.  2  Co.  137  Hey  wood's 
case. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  claim  a  legal  paper  title,  but  claims  a 
constructive  possession  of  the  whole  lot,  under  color  of  the  deed  from 
Paul  Atwood,  and  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  any 
claim  to  any  lands  either  in  Bolton  or  Huntington,  by  Paul  At- 
wood or  Samuel  Atherton.  So  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  they 
intended  to  convey  anything  but  what  is  mentioned  in  the  deed. 
A  party,  to  establish  color  of  title  under  a  deed,  cannot  be  permit- 
ted to  show  that  the  deed  covers  land  not  mentioned  or  described 
in  the  deed  itself.  His  constructive  possession  only  arises  from  a 
prescriptive  claim,  co-extensive  with  the  lands  described  in  the 
deed,  under  which  he  takes  possession,  which  is  notice  to  others 
of  the  extent  of  his  claim.  HuU  v.  Fuller^  7  Vt.  100.  Jiich  v. 
JSHioa,  10  Vt  211. 

The  deed  only  purports  to  cover  seventy-six  acres  of  139,  this 
does  not  create  a  tenancy  in  common  of  the  whole  lot,  as  the  court 
charged.     Clapp  v.  Beardsley,  1  Vt.  151. 

The  copy  of  the  deed  from  Samuel  Atherton  to  Josiah  Preston, 
was  not  properly  admitted.  It  does  not  purport  to  be  a  certified 
copy  of  record,  and  the  town  clerk  has  no  authority  to  certify  a 
copy  of  deed. 
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There  was  no  evidence  to  show  any  intent  of  the  grantors,  than 
what  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  deeds  themselves.  This  is  a  mere 
matter  of  constmction,  which  is  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  and 
should  not  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Stevens  Exr,  v.  BbUister^  18 
Vt  294. 

A.  B.  Maynard,  Reason  ^  Edmunds  for  the  plaintiff. 

1.  The  deed  from  Atwood  to  the  plaintiff,  describing  the  land 
conveyed,  as  in  the  town  of  Huntington,  and  drawn  to  the  right  of 
James  Ferris,  son  of  Benjamin  Ferris,  and  numbered  137,  (al- 
though there  was  no  such  lot  in  Huntington  at  the  date  of  the 
deed,)  was  properly  received  as  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title  to 
the  locus  in  quo,  in  Bolton,  in  connection  with  evidence  that  all 
parts  of  the  description,  (except  the  town,)  applied  to  the  locus  in 
guOf  and  not  to  any  lot  in  the  town  of  Huntington,  upon  the  com- 
mon principle  of  the  explanation  of  latent  ambiguities,  in  the  lo- 
cation of  grants,  of  which  no  subject  can  be  found,  satisfying  all 
their  calls.  Lamhe  v.  Eeaston  et  ux^  5  Taunton  207.  Jackson  t. 
Clarke,   7  Johns.   217.     Jackson    v.  Loomis,   19   Johns.    449. 

V.  Toung,  3  Peters  320.     Boardman  v. ,  6  Peters 

328.     Worthington  et  ah  v.  Hylyer  et  aL,  4  Mass.  196. 

2.  It  sufficiently  appeared  from  the  town  clerk's  certificate,  upon 
the  copy  of  the  Atherton  deed,  that  it  was  a  copy  from  the  land 
records  of  Bolton. 

3.  The  charge  of  the  court,  leaving  it  to  the  jur}'  to  say  wheth- 
er, upon  the  testimony,  the  locus  in  quo  was  the  lot  mentioned  in 
the  Atwood  deed  was  correct,  location  and  identity  being  exclu- 
sively questions  of  fact.  Mxtchel  et  al,  v.  Stevens,  1  Aiken  16. 
Doe  V.  Burt,  1  Tenn.  R.  701.     Hodges  et  al  v.  Strong,  10  Vt.  247. 

If  the  plaintiff  was  in  constructive  possession  of  the  whole  lot 
under  the  Atwood  deed,  it  was  immaterial  whether  it  was  as  ten- 
ant in  common  or  otherwise. 

It  is  a  principle  of  universal  and  unvarying  application  in  the 
construction  of  grants,  that  the  construction  most  certain  and  fa- 
vorable to  the  grantee  must  prevail.  Hathaway  v.  Power,  6  Hill 
453. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.     This  case  having  been  argued  during  the  pres- 
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ent  week,  and  the  statute  giving  as  no  discretion  to  delay  the  jadg- 
ment,  we  could  not  be  expected  to  give  a  very  elaborate  opinion. 

There  seems  to  us  to  be  no  very  great  perplexity  in  most  of  the 
questions  involved. 

1.  We  think  the  copy  of  the  deed  from  Samuel  Atherton  to 
Josiah  Preston,  must  be  regarded  as  properly  certified  by  the 
town  clerk.  He  certifies  the  copy  to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  deed 
recorded  in  his  office.  We  think,  as  it  was  manifestly  his  duty  to 
certify  a  copy  of  the  record,  and  as  it  clearly  appears  from  the 
copy,  that  such  a  record  existed  in  the  office,  it  ought  to  be  intend- 
ed that  the  clerk-  certified  from  the  record,  the  custody  of  which 
he  of  right  had,  rather  than  from  the  deed  the  custody  of  which 
he  could  not  properly  have.  And  in  either  case  an  uneducated 
town  clerk  might  well  say  "  a  copy  of  the  deed."  In  common 
language,  even  an  attorney  would  so  denominate  it 

This  deed  and  the  deed  to  plaintiff  were  no  doubt  intended  to 
cover  the  whole  right,  and  do  in  fact  cover  more  than  all.  We 
are  not  prepared  to  say,  that  if  it  were  necessary  to  decide  that 
point,  that  the  deeding  of  a  given  number  of  acres  to  one  man,  and 
another  number  to  another,  thus  conveying  the  whole  right  to 
both,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  the  land  was  intended  to 
be  conveyed  in  severalty,  it  ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  creating 
a  tenancy  in  common.  We  think  it  would.  The  case  of  Chpp 
y.  Beardsley,  1  Vt.  151,  is  evidently  put  upon  the  ground  that  the 
number  of  acres  by  the  deed,  were  intended  to  be  adjoining  the 
other  land,  and  so  compose  a  particular  portion  of  the  lot.  But 
here,  there  seems  to  be  nothing  to  show  any  such  intention,  and 
it  seems  to  us,  that  plaintiff  and  Josiah  Preston  are  properly  re- 
garded as  holding  the  lot  in  common,  in  the  proportion  of  the  num- 
ber of  acres  specified  in  their  deeds.  Clapp  v.  BeardsUy,  The 
final  conclusion  of  that  opinion  was,  that  the  deed  was  not  intended 
to  convey  any  portion  of  the  land  in  dispute,  of  course  it  could  cre- 
ate no  tenancy  in  common,  if  it  conveyed  no  interest  in  that  land. 

And  even  if  the  deeds  showed  that  plaintiff's  right  lay  in  sev- 
eralty, and  the  other  owner  did  not  object  to  his  acts  of  possession, 
a  mere  stranger  like  defendants,  could  not,  and  his  intrusion  might 
justly  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  the  plaintiff's  possession. 

So  too,  the  plaintiff's  contract  to  purchase  the  right  of  Josiah 
Preston,  would  enable  him  to  refer  his  acts  upon  the  land  to  Jo- 
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Slab's  deed,  in  order  to  determine  whether  they  were  to  be  re- 
garded as  possessory,  or  mere  torts.  This  has  often  been  decided 
when  the  license  to  enter  was  in  writing,  and  we  do  not  see  but 
the  same  result  would  follow  where  the  contract  is  not  in  writing. 

The  contract  is  not  shown  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  con- 
veyance of  any  interest  in  land  from  one  man  to  another,  "which 
could  not  be  done  by  a  contract  not  in  writing,  or  indeed  by  any 
instrument  not  having  the  requisites  of  a  deed.  And  in  the  pres- 
ent case  nothing  appears  to  show  that  Josiah  Preston  had  any  ti- 
tle to  the  land.  This  deed  is  referred  to,  to  show  plaintiff's  claim  of 
title.  And  it  may  as  well  be  shown  by  parol,  as  one  may  show 
that  he  made  an  entry  by  his  servant  or  agent,  under  a  deed  to 
himself,  the  oral  evidence  being  necessary  to  connect  the  entry 
with  the  deed. 

We  tliink  both  these  deeds  sufficiently  describe  the  land  as  be- 
ing within  the  original  charter  limits  of  Huntington.  One  of  the 
deeds,  that  of  Josiah  Preston,  expressly  says,  "  lying  in  the  origi- 
nal grant  of  New  Huntington,  laid  to  the  right  of  James  Ferris, 
son  of  Benjamin  Ferris."  Here  is  scarcely  ground  for  equivoca- 
tion. And  the  other  deed  is  in  fact,  equally  explicit,  *^  situated 
in  the  town  of  Huntington,  drawn  to  the  right  of  James  Ferris, 
son  of  Benjamin  Ferris."  This  obviously  refers  to  the  town  of 
Huntington  as  chartered.  It  is  a  portion  of  a  right  of  land  in  that 
charter,  which  is  conveyed.  Any  one  would  look  to  the  charter 
for  the  right,  and  then  to  the  right  for  its  severance,  and  there 
identify  the  subject  matter.  This  may  always  be  done  by  paroL 
And  it  is  not  affected  by  a  change  of  the  name  of  the  town,  or 
setting  a  portion  of  it  to  another  town.  Suppose  some  one  should 
now  convey  the  right  of  some  one  of  the  original  proprietors  of 
Saltash,  in  the  county  of  Windsor  ?  There  is  no  such  town  in  that 
county,  at  present.  Would  any  one  hesitate,  upon  finding  such  a 
right  in  Plymouth,  which  was  formerly  Saltash,  to  give  effect  to 
the  deed  ? 

It  is  true,  there  was  nothing  in  this  case  to  submit  to  the  jury, 
there  being  no  dispute  in  regard  to  those  facts  which  were  impor- 
tant to  be  considered  in  giving  a  construction  to  the  deed,  it  be- 
came a  mere  question  of  law.  But  if  these  facts  had  been  in  dis- 
pute, it  would  have  been  properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  under  a 
hypothetical  charge,  as  is  often  done  in  cases  of  this  kind. 

Judgment  afSnned. 
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Donatio  Mortis  Causa.    Reed  Estate.     Personal  Estate, 

A  gift  of  real  estate  cannot  be  sustained  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa, 

A  gift  of  all  the  donor's  personal  property,  in  prospect  of  death,  is  a  valid  donatio 
mortis  causa, 

M.  being  desperately  sick,  in  prospect  of  death,  executed  to  his  wife,  a  deed  in  the 
common  form,  of  all  his  real  estate,  and  at  the  same  time  executed  a  separate 
deed  to  her,  of  all  his  personal  property,  consisting  of  the  stock  on  his  farm,  and 
choses  in  action.  Both  deeds  were  duly  recorded.  M.  continued  hopelessly 
sick  for  a  little  more  than  a  month  after  the  execution  of  the  deeds,  when  he 
died.  Upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance,  it  was  held^ —  1st,  That  the  deed  of 
the  real  estate  could  not  be  sustained  as  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  nor  could  it  be 
construed  and  carried  into  effect  as  a  testamentary  disposition  of  the  donor's 
property,  it  not  being  within  the  Statute  of  wills,  nor  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa, 
2d,  That  the  deed  of  the  personal  property  was  valid  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa. 

The  question  of  what  amount  of  property  can  pass  by  a  donatio  mortis  causa  con- 
sidered. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  facts  sufficiently 
appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

M.  Z.  Bennett  and for  orator. 

D,  A,  SmaHey,  E.  J.  Phelps  and  L,  E,  Chittenden  for  defend- 
ants. 

The  case  having  been  argued  by  counsel,  was  held  under  ad- 
visement until  the  December  term,  1852,  when  the  opinion  of  the 
court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  Ch.  J.  This  is  a  bill  in  equity,  appealed  into  this 
court  from  the  decree  of  the  chancellor.  The  facts  in  this  case, 
are  not  very  fully  shown,  but  sufficient  appears,  perhaps,  to  enable 
us  to  determine  the  case  understandingly. 

On  the  13th  day  of  May,  1847,  Avery  Meach,  being  despe- 
rately sick  of  consumption,  executed  in  common  form,  a  deed  of 
all  his  real  estate  to  his  wife,  the  orator;  the  value  being  about 
ten  thousand  dollars.     On  the  same  day,  and  at  the  same  time,  he 
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executed  a  deed  of  all  his  personal  property  to  his  wife  also,  con- 
sisting  of  stock  upon  his  farm,  and  choses  in  action  to  a  considera- 
ble amount.  The  deeds  were  recorded  in  the  Town  Clerk's  office 
on  the  Slst  day  of  May,  1847.  The  grantor  continued  hopeless- 
ly sick  until  the  23d  of  June,  1847,  when  he  died.  The  deceased 
left  no  child  and  no  father  or  mother ;  his  nearest  heirs  being  of 
the  degree  of  brothers.  The  orator  continued  in  quiet  possession 
of  the  property  until  August,  1847,  when  administration  was 
taken  out,  and  the  possession  of  the  property  demanded  of  her, 
which  she  declined  to  surrender.  It  was  arranged  that  she  should 
retain  the  possession  of  the  property  until  this  suit  could  be  insti- 
tuted, and  the  title  determined.  The  debts  due  from  the  estate, 
are  between  three  and  four  hundred  dollars.  The  grantor  had 
adopted  a  female  child,  who  is  now  dependant  upon  the  orator  in 
some  degree. 

It  is  first  important  to  inquire  what  the  purpose  and  intentions 
of  Avery  Meach  were,  in  executing  these  conveyances,  and  then 
how  far  that  purpose  can  be  carried  into  effect,  consistent  with 
the  established  principles  of  law. 

It  has  been  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  orator,  that  this  may  be 
fairly  regarded  as  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  for  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  wife,  not  only  during  the  coverture,  but  also, 
in  the  event  of  the  husband's  death,  and  so  be  upheld  as  a  gift 
inter  vivos.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  transaction  is  incapable 
of  being  viewed  fairly,  in  that  light.  It  had  no  reference  to  any 
settlement  upon  the  wife,  for  her  separate  maintenance  during  the 
continuance  of  the  relation  subsisting  between  the  parties.  And 
marriage  settlements,  whether  post-nuptial  or  anti-nupHaly  have 
a  chief  reference  to  the  independant  support  of  the  wife  and  her 
dependants,  whether  children  or  others.  A  marriage  settlement, 
even  dk  post-nuptial  settlement,  out  of  the  separate  property  of  the 
husband,  which  it  is  perfectly  competent  for  him  to  make  valid 
against  his  heirs,  and  even  subsequent  creditors  if  he  chooses^  and 
which  have  often  been  upheld  by  courts  of  equity,  even  when 
made  directly  between  husband  and  wife,  without  the  intervention 
of  trustees,  (2  Story's  Eq.  Juris,  p.  817,  and  the  numerous  cases 
cited  in  note  2,)  would  certainly  be  a  very  gross  misnomer,  if,  by 
post-nuptial,  we  were  to  understand  an  arrangement  not  made  af- 
ter marriage,  which  is  its  common  import,  but  one  which  was  only 
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to  go  into  effect,  and  have  operation,  afler  the  nuptial  relation 
should  have  been  forever  extinguished  by  the  natural  death  of  the 
husband.  It  is  not  claimed,  that  the  terms  can  be  extended  to 
anj  such  transactions ;  but  it  is  believed  that  the  present  case  is 
incapable  of  being  fairly  viewed  in  any  other  light.  Here  is  a 
man  in  the  last  stages  of  consumption,  within  a  few  weeks  of  his 
death,  and  doubtless  fully  conscious  of  the  impossibility  of  much 
longer  maintaining  any  hold  upon  property,  who  makes  a  sweep- 
ing disposition,  in  the  present  tense,  of  all  his  earthly  possessions. 
Now  it  is  claimed,  that  this  may  be  treated  as  a  rational,  (and 
to  be  maintained  in  a  court  of  equity,  it  must  be  also  a  reasona- 
ble,) disposition  of  property  inter  vivas  between  husband  and  wife, 
in  order  to  secure  a  suitable  provision,  or  portion,  or  maintenance, 
or  settlement  upon  the  wife. 

Men  that  have  property,  and  acquire  it  as  this  man  did,  by  long 
continued  industry  and  scrupulous  economy,  do  not  ordinarily,  it 
may  be  said,  part  with  it  at  once,  and  without  reluctance,  even 
into  the  hands  of  the  most  tried  friend.  This  is  such  a  reversal 
of  the  relations  hitherto  subsisting  between  the  grantor  and  the 
grantee,  that  nothing  but  the  certainty  and  the  nearness  of  death 
would  have  induced  the  change.  It  is  in  vain  to  affect  to  convince 
ourselves  that  any  less  motive  could  have  formed  the  prevailing 
consideration  for  the  transaction. 

And  could  we  for  a  moment  entertain  the  belief  that  this  was 
intended  as  a  bona  fide  settlement  upon  the  wife,  viewed  as  a  mere 
transaction,  inter  vivos,  it  would  be  impossible  for  a  court  of  equity 
to  maintain  it,  on  the  ground  of  its  unreasonableness.  We  can 
entertain  no  doubt  that,  had  the  grantor  recovered  his  health,  and 
the  grantee,  by  her  friends,  claimed  to  hold  the  property  against 
him  as  a  gift,  a  court  of  equity  would  have  decreed  a  complete 
restitution,  upon  the  ground  that  the  contract,  as  a  present  opera- 
tive contract,  was  made  under  a  material  misapprehension  of  the 
important  facts,  the  real  consideration  for  the  contract  having,  in 
fact,  altogether  failed.  As  is  said  in  Justinian's  Institutes,  upon 
the  subject  of  gifts  mortis  causa,  mors  causa  donandi  magis  est 
quam  mortis  causa  donatio.  Death  is  rather  the  cause  or  consid- 
eration of  the  gift,  than  the  mere  occasion  of  its  being  made. 
And  that  view  applies  with  great  force  to  the  present  transaction. 
It  had  exclusive  reference  to  a  period  beyond  the  life  of  the  do- 
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nor,  and  could  neyer  have  been  intended  to  have  anj  operation  in. 
anj  other  event.     It  was,  in  fact,  a  testamentary  disposition  of  th^ 
property.    And  when  a  court  of  equity  is  applied  to  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  a  contract  into  specific  effect,  it  ought  not  to  be 
expected  to  do  it  in  any  other  sense  than  that  by  which  it  was  un- 
derstood between  the  parties.     Refinements,  evasions,  forced  and 
false  glosses,  have  always  an  ugly  sound  in  the  mouth  of  a  court 
of  equity.     If  the  contract  cannot  stand  upon  its  own  foundation, 
it  ought  not  to  be  expected  of  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  a  spe- 
cific performance.     And  hence,  while  a  court  of  equity  recognizes 
a  settlement  of  property  by  the  husband  upon  the  wife,  even  out 
of  his  own  estate,  and  altogether  aside  of  any  property  received 
by  the  husband  from  the  wife,  and  often  without  the  intervention 
of  trustees,  and  originating  altogether  after  the  marriage,  as  per- 
fectly valid,  and  to  be  upheld,  and  its  execution  aided  by  the  court, 
no  case  can  be  found  where  any  such  settlement  of  property  up- 
on the  wife  as  the  present,  regarded  as  a  mere  settlement  or  sep- 
arate poi*tion,  has  ever  received  the  countenance  of  a  court  of 
equity.     And  in  Beard  v.  Beard,  B.  Atkins,  R.  73,  where  one  at- 
tempted to  make  a  very  similar  settlement  upon  the  wife,  in  order 
to  avoid  a  will  which  he  had  made  in  a  drunken  passion,  at  a  tav- 
ern, by  which  he  had  given  all  his  property  to  a  brother.  Lord 
Hard\^ick  says, — "  A  man  here  has  done  two  very  unreasonable 
acts,  and  if  it  should  happen  that  if  one  trips  up  the  heels  of  the 
other,  it  is  a  very  fortunate  thing  to  set  everything  right  again." 
But  he  held  the  conveyance  to  the  wife  void,  as  unreasonable, 
saying,   ^'  Neither  will  this  court  suffer  the  wife  to  have  the  whole 
of  the  husband's  estate,  while  he  is  living,  for  it  is  not  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  provision,  which  is  all  the  wife  is  entitled  to."     And  this 
is  the  settled  law  of  the  court  of  chancery  at  the  present  day. 

Viewed,  then,  as  a  disposition  of  the  donor's  property  to  take 
effect  at  his  death,  the  important  inquiry  remains, — can  it  be  car- 
ried into  specific  effect  in  a  court  of  equity  ? 

There  is,  no  doubt,  always  a  disposition  in  courts  of  equity  to 
uphold  these  informal  testamentary  gifts,  so  far  as  they  are  under- 
standingly  made,  and  are  perfectly  reasonable  and  considerate, 
which  is  no  doubt  eminently  true  of  the  present  case,  considered, 
as  it  was  intended,  as  a  disposition  of  the  donor's  property,  to  be- 
come operative  at  his  death  only.     But  a  court  of  equity  oould 
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scarcely  be  expected  to  reform  a  man's  last  will  and  testament, 
even  if  it  were  certain  they  could  thereby,  in  the  particular  case, 
come  more  precisely  at  his  real  intention  than  is  expressed  by 
the  scriyener  who  drew  the  document,  which  was  formally  authen- 
ticated. Much  less  could  a  court  of  equity  be  allowed  to  create  a 
last  will  for  one,  from  deeds  and  other  writings  informally  exe- 
cuted by  him,  and  which  he  was  at  the  moment  informed  and  be- 
lieved, up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  would  effect  the  purpose  ex- 
pressed therein.  This  would  be  a  sweeping,  wholesale  repeal  of 
all  the  statute  requisites  in  regard  to  wills.  And  I  confess  that 
during  the  argument  of  this  case  at  the  bar,  which  was  made  ex- 
ceedingly interesting  on  all  hands,  I  could  not  disabuse  my  mind 
of  the  impression,  that  stripping  the  bill  of  all  circumlocution,  in 
its  full  scope,  it  was  a  petition  to  the  court  of  chancery  to  cre- 
ate, out  of  these  deeds,  a  last  will  and  testament  for  Avery  Meach. 
Feeling  from  the  first,  a  ready  inclination  to  listen  to  the  object 
of  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  my  mind  was  nevertheless  continually 
haunted  with  the  sense  of  absurdity  at  the  very  singular  course 
it  seemed  necessary  to  take,  in  order  to  effect  it — i.  e.,  to  make 
both  the  will  and  probate  of  the  will  of  the  donor.  And  in  the 
examination  of  the  case,  with  a  sincere  willingness  to  escape  from 
that  conclusion,  my  first  impressions  have  been  confirmed,  at  least 
80  far  as  the  real  estate  is  concerned.  A  gift  of  real  estate  can- 
not be  sustained,  as  a  donatio  mortis  causa,  for  that  only  extends  to 
the  personality.  We  have,  then,  nothing  remaining,  so  far  as  that 
is  concerned,  but  the  naked  deed  from  husband  to  wife.  This,  it 
is  admitted,  cannot  operate  at  law ;  and  when  the  court  of  equity 
is  applied  to  for  a  decree  of  specific  performance,  and  to  compel 
the  execution  of  the  contract  by  a  competent  trustee,  e.  g.,  the  ad- 
ministrator, they  are  met  on  the  threshold  by  the  obvious  fact, 
that  this  was  understood  by  the  parties,  to  be  neither  more  nor 
less  than  a  testamentary  disposition  of  the  donor's  property.  And 
if  it  is  not  regarded  in  this  light,  it  is  incapable  of  being  sustained 
as  a  disposition  of  property  inter  vivos  upon  the  ground  of  its  un- 
reasonableness. We  can  only  say  that  we  deem  it  impossible  to 
give  the  deed  of  real  estate  the  effect  intended  by  the  parties, 
without  virtually  dispensing  with  the  essential  requisites  of  the 
Statute  of  Wilb. 

This  view  of  the  subject  is  not  peculiar  to  this  court.     In  a  late 
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case  in  the  English  chancery,  before  Vice  Chancellor,  Knight 
Bruce,  so  late  as  June,  1851,  Moore  v.  Darton^  7  Eng.  Law  and 
Equity  Rep.  134,  a  doubt  is  suggested,  whether  the  late  English 
Wills  Act,  which  is  not  more  stringent  than  our  own,  ^  has  not 
precluded  all  donations,"  of  personal  property  mortis  causcu  But 
that  learned  Judge  did  ultimately  come  to  the  ccHidusion  that  such 
was  not  the  case.  There  can  be  very  little  doubt  that  a  case  of 
the  character  of  the  present,  including  both  real  and  personal 
property,  and  extending  to  all  a  man's  earthly  possessions,  would 
have  been  regarded  by  that  court,  as  altogether  repugnant  to  the 
Wills  Act;  certainly  so  far  as  the  real  estate  is  concerned. 

In  the  late  case  of  Headly  v.  Kirhy^  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Pennsylvania,  in  May,  1852,  American  Law  Register, 
Nov.  p.  25,  it  was  expressly  held,  that  ^  A  gift  of  all  the  donor^s 
property  in  prospect  of  death,  is  not  a  donatio  mortis  causa.  It 
is  not  valid,  unless  executed  as  a  written  or  as  a  noncupalave 
will."  The  case  seems  to  have  been  very  elaborately  argued  by 
the  most  competent  counsel,  and  is  supported  by  a  somewhat  in- 
genious argument  from  the  bench,  by  Mr.  Justice  Lo  wrie«  And 
the  Editors  of  the  Register  evidently  incline  to  support  the  de- 
cision as  altogether  unanswerable.  As  the  property  in  that  case 
was  all  personal,  and  what  was  done  might  have  been  regarded  as 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  gift  mortis  causey  it  may  be  somewhat 
questionable  how  far  a  donatio  mortis  causa  is  to  be  altogether 
invalidated,  by  reason  of  its  embracing  the  major  part,  or  the 
whole  of  one's  property,  if  it  be  in  other  respects  unobjectionable. 
Neither  the  English  nor  American  cases  have  attempted  any  such 
criterion  before,  and  it  would  seem,  at  first  blush,  rather  difficult 
of  application.  But  if  these  cases  show  no  more,  they  may  be  re- 
garded as  evidencing  a  disposition  on  the  part  of  courts  in  both 
countries,  not  to  extend  these  informal  testamentary  dispositions 
of  property,  in  manifest  abuse  and  disregard  of  the  salutary  en- 
actment in  regard  to  wills. 

It  only  remains  to  inquire  how  far  the  deed  of  the  personal 
property,  in  this  case,  can  be  maintained  as  a  donatio  mortis 
causa, 

1.  It  seems  never  to  have  been  regarded  as  any  objection  to  a 
gift,  mortis  catua,  that  it  was  made  by  the  husband  directly  to  Ae 
wife.    The  elementary  books  all  so  treat  it      2  Kent's  Com|  7 
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£d.  556.  (445)  ;  ib.  178.  The  civil  law  was  dearlj  so,  Inst.  2,  7, 
3 ;  Cooper's  Justinian,  102,  103,  where  it  will  fully  appear  that 
not  onlj  gifts  mortis  catua  between  husband  and  wife  were  sanc- 
tioned, but  even  between  them  inter  vivosy  as  doncUionet  propter 
Hupticu.  And  numerous  decided  cases  in  the  English  Chancery 
fbllj  establish  the  point  that  such  gifts  are  good  between  husband 
and  wife.  Laweon  v.  Lawsoriy  1  P.  Williams'  R.  441.  MiUer  v. 
MOUr,  3  ib.  356.  Jones  v.  Selby,  Free  in  Ch.  300.  The  latter 
case  is  that  of  a  house-keeper,  to  be  sure,  but  the  delivery  was  by 
giving  up  the  key  of  a  trunk,  and  was  held  sufficient,  notwithstand- 
ing the  donor  held  the  custody  of  the  trunk  and  received  the  in- 
terest on  the  government  security,  which  was  the  subject  of  con- 
troversy.    But  the  case  failed  upon  another  ground. 

2.  This  case  combines,  we  believe,  all  the  essential  facts  requi- 
site to  constitute  a  good  donatio  mortis  causa  by  the  common  law, 
and  many  of  them  strikingly  identical  with  the  very  words  used 
bj  the  civil  law  writers,  in  defining  these  gifts,  from  which  the 
thing  was  transplanted  into  the  English  law.  Mortis  causa  dona- 
tio esty  qua  propter  mortis  JU  suspicionem,  cum  quis  ita  donat,  ut 
siquid  humcmitus  ei  contigissetj  haberet  isj  qui  accipit;  sin  autem 
supervixiuet  is,  qui  donavit^  reciperet ;  vel  si  eum  donationis  poeni- 
tuiMsetj  aut  prior  decesserit  isy  cui  donatum  sit.  Et  in  summa, 
mortis  causa  donatio  est^  cum  magis  se  quis  velit  habere,  quam  eum^ 
cut  donat :  magisque  eum,  cui  donat,  quam  heredem  suum.  That 
was  the  very  object  and  intention  of  this  gift ;  and  the  transaction 
answers  well  enough  the  requisites  of  the  English  chancery  law. 
It  was  made  during  the  last  sickness,  in  the  prospect  of  certain 
and  speedy  dissolution,  to  take  effect  fully  after  death  only.  It 
was  but  a  rational  and  reasonable  gift  under  the  circumstances, 
and  was  intended  to  become  inoperative,  in  case  of  the  recovery 
of  the  donor  from  that  sickness,  or  his  surviving  the  donee,  or 
changing  his  intention.  All  these  incidents  are  not  fully  set  forth 
in  the  instrument  of  donation,  and  we  do  not  find  that  is  essential 
to  the  validity  of  such  a  gift.  If  that  should  even  prove  to  be  so, 
to  a  greater  extent  than  appears  in  this  deed,  which  has  not  been 
discussed  at  the  bar,  we  entertain  no  doubt  a  court  of  equity  will 
lend  its  aid  to  fully  effect  the  purpose  of  the  donor,  by  supplying 
any  formal  defect  in  the  instrument  by  way  of  reforming  it,  against 
the  personal  representative,  who,  in  these  gifts,  is  regarded  as  a 
trustee  for  the  donee. 
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Says  Mr.  Justice  Story,  1  Eq.  Jur.  p.  673,  "  the  doctrine  no 
longer  prevails,  that  where  the  delivery  will  not  execute  a  com- 
plete gift,  inter  vivos,  it  cannot  create  a  donatio  mortis  causet,  be- 
cause it  would  not  prevent  the  property  from  vesting  in  the  execu- 
tor." On  the  contrary,  the  doctrine  now  established  by  the  highest 
authority,  is,  that  courts  of  equity  do  not  consider  the  interest  as 
completely  vested  in  the  donee,  but  treat  the  delivery  of  the  in- 
strument as  creating  a  trust  for  the  donee,  to  be  enforced  in  equity. 
Duffield  V.  Elwes,  1  Bligh's  R.  N.  S.  497^,  530,  534 ;  same  case 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  by  the  name  of  Dow  v.  Htcls^ 
1  Dow  &  Clark,  1,  reversing  the  decree  Vice  Chancellor  Leach, 
1  Sim.  8c  Stu.  239.  In  this  case  it  was  finally  established,  in 
England,  that  a  bond  and  mortgage  passed  by  mere  delivery,  with- 
out any  written  assignment,  as  a  good  donatio  mortis  causcu  And 
it  seems)  now  to  be  well  settled  that  any  chose  in  action,  whether 
negotiable  or  not,  whether  simple  contract  or  specialty,  if  it  be  the 
contract,  or  promise  of  some  other  than  the  donor,  and  do  not  consti- 
tute any  obligation  upon  the  donor,  may,  by  mere  delivery,  constitute 
a  good  gift  mortis  causa.  And  if  there  is  no  formal  deliver^',  but 
an  assignment  under  seal,  and  perhaps  only  in  writing  on  a  sepa- 
rate paper,  this  will,  by  being  delivered,  constitute  a  good  delivery 
of  the  thing,  and  create  a  trust,  in  favor  of  the  donee,  against  the 
personal  representative.  We  have  noticed  this,  in  the  extract 
from  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence.  Lord  Chancellor  Lough- 
borough, in  discussing  this  subject  in  Tate  v.  Ililbert,  2  Yesey, 
Jr.,  120,  says,  "It  is  not  necessary  to  discUwSs,  in  this  case,  wheth- 
**  er  delivery  is  necessary  in  all  cases.  Perhaps  it  is  not  difficult 
"  to  conceive  that  it  might  be  by  deed  or  writing."  He  further 
intimates,  that  there  is  no  objection  to  a  formal  deed,  as  consti- 
tuting a  sufficient  perfecting  of  the  gift  to  create  the  trust  in  favor 
of  the  donee.  And  upon  principle,  it  would  seem,  there  could  be 
no  objection  to  creating  the  gift  by  deed,  without  any  formal,  man- 
ual tradition  of  the  thing ;  which,  in  many  cases,  would  be  difficult, 
and  in  others,  like  the  present,  consisting,  in  part,  of  a  large  herd 
of  cows,  altogether  idle  and  absurd.  And  the  deed  imports  con- 
clusively a  sufficient  consideration, —  is  an  estoppel  upon  the  donor 
and  his  personal  representatives,  and,  after  delivery  and  public 
registration,  is  a  sufficient  setting  apart  of  the  property  to  the  use 
and  control  of  the  donee,  and  far  less  liable  to  perversion  or  abuse. 
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than  anj  mere  parol  gift,  with  the  most  ceremonious  delivery.  In 
the  case  of  transfer  of  property  by  deed,  nothing  remains  to  per- 
fect the  gift.  It  does  not  remain  inchoate,  or  incomplete,  or  in 
any  sense  revocable,  after  the  delivery  of  the  deed.  Chancellor 
Kent,  says,  2  Comm.  559,  7th  Ed.  in  note,  "  The  requisites  of  a 
"  valid  donatio  mortis  cauta  are  well  collected,  in  a  learned  note  to 
"  Walter  v.  Hodge,  2  Swanst.  106,  where  it  is  stated,  and  proved, 
"  that  it  requires  delivery  of  the  property,  or  the  documentary  ev- 
"  idence  of  it."  This  has  reference,  perhaps,  to  choses  in  action 
primarily ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  deed  of  a  thing  being 
delivered  is  not  as  much  a  delivery  of  the  thing,  as  the  delivery 
of  a  bond  or  note  is  a  delivery  of  the  debt.  In  principle  it  clearly 
is  so.  This  seems  to  be  a  full  recognition  of  this  mode  of  perfect- 
ing the  gift,  both  by  the  learned  commentator  and  the  annotator  of 
Swanston.  And  if  any  question  could  be  entertained  of  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  deed  itself,  after  delivery  and  formal  registry,  to 
perfect  the  gift,  we  do  not  perceive  but  there  was,  in  fact,  all  the 
actual  delivery  of  this  property  of  which  it  was  susceptible,  as  be- 
tween husband  and  wife,  whose  possession  is  of  necessity,  in  some 
sense,  in  fact,  and  always  in  law,  identical.  If  one  had  been  re- 
quired to  devise  the  best  mode  of  perfecting  a  gift  of  this  kind 
between  husband  and  wife,  it  could  not,  perhaps,  under  the  circum- 
stances, have  been  done  better,  or  more  in  accordance  with  legal 
principles,  than  this  was,  altogether  accidentally  we  must  suppose, 
done.  For  the  thing  seems  to  have  been  got  up,  in  the  main, 
very  inartistically ;  and  the  actual  delivery  is  all  that  could  have 
been  made,  without  involving  the  parties  in  acts  more  or  less  ab- 
surd and  ridiculous. 

In  examining  the  case,  it  occurred  to  me  that  some  might  object 
to  this  deed  as  a  gift  mortis  causa,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not,  in 
terms,  very  explicitly  provide  that  the  gift  should  only  take  effect 
after  the  donor's  death.  In  a  mere  oral  gift  this  is  often  implied, 
from  the  attending  circumstances,  as  is  very  obvious  in  the  present 
case.  But  the  gift  being  by  deed,  we  are,  in  a  measure,  confined 
to  its  terms,  construed  with  reference  to  the  attending  circumstan- 
ces. And  as  this  deed  professes  in  terms  to  convey,  not  only  all 
the  donor's  property  at  the  date,  but  all  of  which  he  should  be 
possessed  at  his  decease,  it  is  feir,  we  think,  to  give  the  words 
that  signification,  that  the  donee's  full  right  under  the  deed  should 
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not  become  absolate  and  perfect,  except  in  the  eyent  of  the  donor's 
death. 

But  if  this  were  doubtful,  there  is  no  doubt  a  court  of  equitj 
would  lend  its  aid  to  perfect  the  deed  in  this  particular.    It  is  said 
in  Harrii  v.  Clark,  2   Barbour's  S.  C.  R.  94,  98,  by  Gridlcy, 
J.,  '^  That  in  gifts  inter  vivos,  a  court  of  equitj  will  not  compel  the 
*^  donor  to  complete  his  gift,  or  an  executor  to  complete  the  gift  of 
^  his  testator ;  whereas,  in  the  case  of  gifts  mortis  causa,  the  donor 
*^  may  successfully  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  of  chancery  for  that 
« purpose."    In  ToUeU  v.  ToUeH,  2  P.  Wms.  489,  the  defective 
execution  of  a  power  by  will,  when  it  should  have  been  by  deed, 
was  supplied  in  equity  in  favor  of  the  wife.    And  the  defective 
execution  of  a  power  is  always  supplied  in  courts  of  equity,  when 
that  is  necessary  to  perfect  a  gift  inter  vivos,  even  if  that  is  the 
only  instmice  in  which  that  court  does  interfere  to  perfect  a  gift 
inter  vivos.     But  it  is  every  day's  practice  for  such  courts  to  lend 
their  aid  to  perfect  gifts  mortis  causa.     But  this,  we  conceive,  is 
not  necessary  in  the  present  case.    We  think,  therefore,  that  the 
deed  of  the  personal  property,  with  the  attending  circumstances, 
did  constitute  a  good  gift  mortis  causa,  and  that  the  orator  must 
hold  it    And  as  the  taxable  costs  are  small,  and  the  suit  is  an  am- 
icable  one,  and  neither  party  fully  prevails,  no  costs  should  be  al* 
lowed. 

Decree  of  court  of  chancery  reversed,  and  case  remanded  to 
that  court  to  pass  a  decree  according  to  this  decision. 

Note.  I  have  not  deemed  it  important  to  go  into  any  exposition  of  the  histoiy 
of  the  law  in  regard  to  gifts  ntortis  causa,  or  indeed  into  any  extended  diMOMion 
of  its  policy  or  present  state.  For,  notwithstanding  the  efforts  which  seem  to  bare 
been  made  to  limit  its  operation,  even  as  far  back  as  the  time  of  Jtutioiaii,  ▼bo 
rcquured  all  such  gifts  to  be  made  in  the  presence  of  five  witnesses,  and  also  snb- 
jccted  them  to  the  operation  of  the  kx  Falcidiaj  by  which  one  was  prohibited  from 
disposing  of  more  than  three-fourths  of  his  estate  to  the  prejudice  of  his  heir:  still 
the  thing  maintains  its  hold  upon  the  jurisprudence  of  most  of  the  Eutypean 
states,  and  is  evidently  a  good  deal  extending  its  operation  in  the  American  states. 

One  cannot  but  feel  that  it  was  never  properly  intended  to  apply  to  a  general 
disposition  of  a  large  estate  to  the  utter  subversion  of  the  Statute  of  Wills.  And 
still,  when  we  attempt  to  limit  its  operation,  we  encounter  embarrassments  not 
readily  disposed  of.  If  one  may  remit  a  debt  of  £500,  about  92.600,  by  the  simple 
act  of  delivering  the  receipt  for  it  to  a  third  person,  a  servant  attending  the  deatb 
bed,  with  a  general  expression  of  desire,  in  the  briefest  words,  that  the  debt  should 
bo  cancelled,  which  was  the  case  of  Mtttrc  v.  Darton,  7  Eng.  Law  and  Equity  B. 
134,  and  which  was  sustained  without  difficulty  by  a  disthiguished  English  Vice 
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Chanoellor,  we  can  scarcely  be  expected  to  ftay  that  twice  that  nmount,  therefore, 
is  not  a  good  donation  mortu  cawo.    And  althoQgh,  in  practice  Tinth  ns,  this  mode 
of  ftnal  disposition  of  property  has  ofVener  been  confined  to  some  favorite  articles 
of  personal  attire,  or  ornament  perhaps,  like  watches  and  jewels,  yet  an  examinar 
tkMi  of  the  cases  will  show  a  wonderftil  yariety  in  the  character  and  extent  of 
property  disposed  of  in  this  mode,  often  including  all  one  posse^^es,  consisting  of  the 
largest  extent  and  variety  of  property,  both  in  po^seflsion  and  in  action;  and  thus, 
in  fact,  amounting  to  a  nuncupative  will.    And  still  I  find  no  case,  except  the 
late  case  in  Pennsylvania,  where  any  attempt  has  been  made  to  limit  its  operation. 
on  account  of  the  comparative  or  absolute  extent  of  the  property  disposed  oi^ 
And  the  more  I  have  reflected  upon  the  subject  and  compared  the  cases,  with  a 
view  to  evolve  some  rational  and  practicable  principle  of  limitation  to  the  ex- 
tent of  its  operation,  the  more  I  have  felt  constrained  to  declare  that  it  cannot  be 
done  by  any  powers  of  abstraction  or  genemlization,  which  my  short  sight  is  able 
to  oommand. 

If  the  servant,  whose  whole  estate  consists  of  a  few  hundred  dollars,  balance  of 
eammgs,  in  the  hands  of  his  employer,  and  five  pieces  of  property,  in  possession, 
b  to  be  allowed,  in  his  last  sickness,  to  dispose  of  it  to  five  different  persons  by 
mere  words,  and  by  committing  the  entire  evidence  of  debt  to  a  fellow  servant, 
which  seems  now  to  come  within  all  the  best  considered  cases  upon  that  subject, 
it  would  seem  invidious  to  hold,  that  when  the  property  amounbt  to  thousands, 
composing  the  principal  estate  of  a  substantial  householder,  that  therefore  it  could 
not  be  conveyed  in  this  mode.  And  if  the  man  of  great  worldly  possessions,  who 
has  executed  his  will  in  the  most  reverent  formality,  may,  when  death  presses  him 
sore,  modify  that  disposition,  which  alone  the  written  law  of  the  land  recognizes, 
by  taking  from  his  secret  drawer  securities  for  debt  to  the  amount  of  thousands  of 
doUars,  and  making  an  irrevocable  disposition  of  them  after  death,  by  the  brief 
words  **  I  give,**  and  the  simple  act  of  delivery  to  the  wife,  which,  in  law,  is  a  de- 
livery to  himself,  a  mere  change  from  one  hand  to  the  other,  it  would  certainly  not 
be  easy  to  say  that  one  whose  whole  property  did  not  amount  to  one  tithe  of  that 
sum,  or  if  it  did  exceed  it  by  hundreds  of  dollars,  could  not  do  the  same.  And  yet 
it  will  be  noticed,  that  the  last  case  supposed  is  the  well  considered  and  constantly 
recognized  case  of  Miller  v.  Miller^  8  P.  Wms.  R.  356. 

It  ought,  pertiape,  here  to  be  said,  that  the  present  case  is  decided  neltiier  upon 
the  sufficiency  of  the  deed,  nor  of  the  delivery  of  the  property,  such  as  it  was, 
which  is  not  very  ftilly  shown  in  the  jcase,  but  which  we  feel  justified  in  treating 
as  being  such  as  was  natural,  under  the  circumstances,  where  the  husband  had 
become  so  incapable  of  longer  managing  or  controlling  his  property  and  business^ 
that  it  fell  exclusively  under  the  control  of  the  wife,  even  before  his  death.  It  is- 
upon  neither  of  tiiese  grounds  alone  that  this  case  is  decided,  but  upon  both,  not 
intending  to  go  further,  in  settling  the  law  upon  this  perplexing  subject,  than  the 
imperious  necessities  of  the  case  demand. 

Some  other  views  of  this  case  undoubtedly  might  be  taken,  but  mont  of  them 
more  or  less  remote  from  the  actual  merits  of  the  case.  As  a  gift  itUer  n'ros,  I  am 
not  aware  that  the  wife  is  regarded  as  possessed  of  any  peculiar  equity,  beyond 
her  legal  rights,  more  than  any  other  donee.  If  the  property  had  been  the  result 
of  her  own  earnings  exclusively,  or  of  accumulations  by  her  for  her  own  use,  out 
of  an  allowance  made  her  by  her  husband,  or  especially  if  it  had  been  the  result 
of  money  which  was  hers  at  the  marriage,  or  by  inheritance  subsequentiy,  no 
doubt  a  court  of  equity,  making  her  equity  the  basis  of  its  action,  might  extend 
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relief,  in  many  casesi  where  otherwise  it  would  not.    But  there  is  nothing  of  that 
kind  in  this  case.    And  treating  it  as  a  mere  gifl  inter  vivosj  a  court  of  equity  will 
never  interfere  to  make  it  operatiTe,  except  in  the  single  case  of  the  defective  exe 
cution  of  powers,  as  we  have  seen,  which,  in  practice,  are  bat  little  known  among 
us.    Equity  has  oftener,  by  far,  interfered  to  carry  into  effect  the  i^parent  pur 
pose  of  the  donor,  in  regard  to  his  bounty,  where  the  gift,  although  in  fonn  a  gift 
inter  vit»t,  was  in  fact  a  testamentary  disposition  among  his  heirs.    This  has  often 
been  done  in  regard  to  donations  mortis  caum,  as  we  have  shown,  and  in  one  in 
stance  certainly,  in  this  State,  in  the  case  of  real  estate.    TAom^wmi  y.  Wtkk,  Ben. 
Co.  Sup.  Ct.  1849,  not  yet  reported. 

But  that  was  to  do  equity  and  justice  among  the  donees,  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  donor,  and  when  the  title  at  law  confessedly  passed  by  the  deed  of  gift. 
And  we  are  aware  that  deeds  of  land  in  this  State,  in  repeated  instances,  which 
were  in  fact  testamentary  dispositions  of  property,  and  delivered  as  escrows,  to  be- 
come operative  only  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  grantor,  have  nevertheless 
been  sustained  and  held  valid,  both  at  law  and  in  equity.  But  that  is  upon  the 
principle  that  the  deeds  were  valid  in  themselves,  and  required  no  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity.  But  a  deed  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  grantee  to  become  operative  upon 
the  death  of  the  grantor.  In  that  case  it  must  take  effect  presently,  or  not  at  all. 
The  grantee  cannot  hold  a  deed  as  an  escrow. 
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Addison  D.  Hawley  v.  Elisha  Moody. 

Where  the  plaintiff  contracted  nvith  the  defendant  for  the  lease  of  defendant's  tav- 
ern hon&e  for  one  year,  and  delivered  to  defendant  a  gold  \«ratch  in  part  payment 
for  the  rent,  and  the  parties  agreed  to  meet  at  a  future  day  to  make  and  execute 
a  written  lease,  it  was  held,  that  this  cose  falls  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 

It  was  also  heldj  that  the  property  in  the  watch  passed  to  the  defendant,  and  might 
have  been  sold  by  him,  or  legally  attached  upon  his  debts. 

And  if  the  party  repudiating  the  future  performance  of  the  contract,  has  himself 
received  advances,  which  he  declines  to  pay  for  in  the  mode  stipulated,  it  is  re- 
garded as  equitable  that  he  should  refund  in  the  usual  mode,  for  money  had,  and 
for  goods  sold,  and  it  is  not  in  his  power,  without  the  consent  of  the  other  party, 
to  revest  the  title  of  the  specific  things  received. 

And  it  was  heU  that  this  recovery  may  be  had  under  the  general  counts. 
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This  was  an  action  of 

Assumpsit.    Plea,  the  general  issue,  and  trial  bj  the  court. 

On  trial,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  oa 
the  11th  day  of  July,  1851,  he  contracted  with  the  defendant,  for 
a  lease  of  the  defendant's  tavern  stand  in  Waterbury,  (called  the 
Waterbury  House,)  for  one  year  from  and  after  the  first  day  of 
September,  1851,  for  six  hundred  dollars;  and  paid  the  defend- 
ant at  the  time  one  hundred  dollars,  in  a  gold  watch,  which  de- 
fendant received  as  a  payment  of  one  hundred  dollars  towards  the 
rent.  And  it  was  further  stipulated  at  the  time,  that  the  parties 
should  meet  at  Mr.  Dillingham's  office  as  soon  as  he  returned 
home,  (he  being  absent  that  day,)  and  execute  a  written  lease. 
The  contract  was  all  in  paroL  The  plaintiff  called  upon  the  de- 
fendant for  the  lease,  and  the  defendant  soon  after,  on  the  &ame 
day,  tendered  the  watch  back  to  the  plaintiff,  which  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  receive,  and  the  watch  was  afterwards  attached  by  one 
of  the  plaintiff's  creditors,  and  sold  on  execution  against  the  plain- 
tiff. 

The  defendant,  on  the  14th  day  of  July,  1851,  leased  the  same 
premises  to  one  Howard  for  one  year,  and  declined  to  lease  them 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  tendered  to  the  defendant,  on  the 
first  day  of  September,  1851,  five  hundred  dollars  in  specie,  and 
demanded  a  lease  of  the  premises,  according  to  the  contract,  which 
defendant  declined. 

The  county  court,  March  term,  in  Washington  county,  1852, 
Poland,  J.,  presiding, —  adjudged  that  plain  tiff  could  not  recover, 
and  rendered  judgment  for  defendant.     Exceptions  by  plaintiff. 

T.  P.  Redfield  for  plaintiff. 

1.  A  parol  lease,  for  one  year  only,  is  not  within  the  statute  of 
frauds.     Comp.  Stat.  384  §  7. 

2.  The  payment  of  a  part  of  the  rent,  in  advance,  was  a  ptxrt 
performance  and  takes  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  Stev.  N.  P.  2 
Vol.  1955. 

8.  But  if  an  agreement  to  rent  the  premises  for  one  year  be 
within  the  statute,  an  agreement  to  meet  the  plaintiff  at  Mr.  Dil- 
lingham's office,  and  there  execute  a  valid  lease,  is  not  within  the 
statute.     Squire  v.  Whipple,  1  Vt  69. 

4.  The  defendant  having  leased  the  premises  to  another,  and 
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• 
refused  to  perform  the  contract  is  liable  to  refund  the  considera* 
tion  paid.     Chittj  on  Con.  d07--8.    Kidder  v.  Hunt,  18  Mass.  328. 
Sherburne  v.  FuUerj  5  Mass.  133.     Lane  v.  Shackfordy  5  N.  H. 
ISO.     Shaw  T.  Skawy  6  Vt.  69. 

Peck  Sf  CMy  and  Dillingham  for  defendant. 

1.  The  subject  matter  of  the  agreement  partakes  of  the  reakff 
and  createB  an  interest  therein.  Any  agreement,  creating  an  ex- 
clusive right  to  land  for  a  limited  time,  is  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  (4th  Sec)  and  void.  Comp.  Stat  Chap.  64.  6  East  612. 
£aa  y.  Chafeey  13  Vt  150.    Hihbard  et  ux.  v.  mitneg,  13  Vt  21. 

Part  performance  will  never  enable  a  party  to  sustain  an  action 
at  law.    13  Vt  21. 

2.  LuL  a$$umpstt  will  not  lie  for  the  consideration  paid,  without 
a  previous  ofier  to  rescind  and  a  demand  of  the  sum  paid.  War* 
ner  v.  Wheeler,  1  D.  Chip.  159.  In  no  case  will  a  contract  be  re- 
scinded in  toto  unless  both  parties  be  placed  in  the  identical 
situation  which  they  occupied,  this  the  defendant  offered  to  do  by 
returning  the  property  received,  and  the  plaintiff  re/used  to  rescind. 
He  is  not  precluded  from  recovering  the  value  when  at  the  same 
time  he  sets  up  the  contract  as  in  force.  Chitty  on  Con.  741-2 
and  notes. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  1.  The  statute  of  frauds  in  this  State,  contains 
no  exception  of  leases,  or  contracts  for  leases  tnyt^tiro,  as  is  found 
in  the  English  statute,  and  in  some  of  the  other  States.  This  case 
falls,  therefore,  within  the  statute. 

2.  Part  performance  has  not  been  regarded  as  any  ground  of 
relief  at  law ;  and  it  has  not  been  considered  that  part  payment 
merely  amounted  to  such  part  performance,  as  to  entitle  the  party 
to  enforce  the  contract  in  equity  even,  or  not  generally. 

3.  The  only  question  then  is  in  regard  to  the  part  payment 
It  seems  to  be  well  settled,  that  the  party  repudiating  the  contract 
cannot  recover  for  part  pa3rment  under  it  ever,  but  that  the  other 
party  may.     Shaw  v.  Shaw,  6  Vt.  69. 

To  this  extent,  the  counsel  seem  to  understand  the  law  alike, 
and  that  would  settle  the  rights  of  the  parties  sufficiently,  were  it 
not  that  they  seem  to  stand  upon  ceremony  as  to  the  mode,  wheth- 
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er  the  party  making  the  payment  in  a  specific  thing,  is  bound  to 
take  back  the  same  thing,  when  the  contract  is  repudiated  bj  tlie 
other  party. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  the  property  passed  by  the  sale  and  de- 
livery to  the  defendant,  the  only  question  is,  as  to  the  effect  of  de- 
fendant's refusal  to  fulfil  the  contract.  If  the  contract  could  be 
regarded  as  originally  void,  like  a  Sunday  contract,  then  no  prop- 
erty would  pass,  until  a  reaffirmance  on  some  other  day. 

But  here  the  contract  is  not  void,  as  was  expressly  held  by  this 
court  in  Philbrooh  v.  Belknap^  6  Vt.  883. 

It  has  always  been  so  held,  wheneyer  the  question  has  arisen, 
notwithstanding  the  elementary  writers,  in  a  loose  way,  often  speak 
of  this  class  of  contracts  as  void,  meaning  thereby,  contracts  upon 
which  no  action  will  lie.  That  is  all  the  statute  provides,  ^^  That 
no  suit  in  law  or  equity  shall  be  maintained  upon  them."  But  to 
all  intents  they  are  contracts,  and  perfectly  valid  for  all  purposes 
except  actions,  so  long  as  they  are  acted  under.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  the  property  in  this  watch  passed  to  defendant,  and  might 
have  been  sold  by  him,  or  legally  attached  upon  his  debts. 

4.  The  only  remaining  inquiry  then,  is  as  to  the  effect  upon  the 
^title  of  the  watch,  of  defendant's  refusal  to  complete  the  contract. 
If  this  were  to  be  regarded  like  the  case  where  one  is  induced  to 
purchase  property,  by  fraudulent  representations,  and  where,  upon 
the  discovery  of  such  facts,  he  elects  to  rescind  the  contract,  as  he 
may,  then  the  property  would  revest.  But  here  is  no  fraud  in  the 
contract,  neither  is  it  the  object  of  the  statute  to  attach  to  this 
class  of  contracts  any  mark  of  reproach. 

The  contract  is  innocent  enough,  if  each  party  chooses  to  trust 
to  the  honor  of  the  other  party  as  to  its  performance.  If  that 
were  not  so,  one  could  not  recover  for  payments  made  under  it. 
The  contract  is  not  void,  or  affected  with  any  taint  or  turpitude, 
nor  is  it  rescindable  at  the  election  of  either  party. 

£ither  party,  if  he  choose,  may  repudiate  it,  but  that  onlj  ope- 
rates upon  so  much  of  the  contract  as  remains  executory  at  the 
time,  and  does  not  repeal  any  thing  done  under  it.  For  these  pur- 
poses it  remains  in  full  force.  And  the  party  repudiating  must  be 
content  to  lose  what  he  has  done  under  it,  as  the  contract  remain- 
ing in  force,  the  other  party  may  defend  under  it. 

But  if  the  party  repudiating  the  future  performance  has  him- 
self received  advances  which  he  declines  to  pay  for  in  the  mode 
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stipalated,  it  is  regarded  as  equitable  that  he  should  refund  in  the 
usual  mode  for  money  had  and  for  goods  sold,  and  it  is  not  in  his 
power  without  the  consent  of  the  other  party,  to  revest  the  title 
of  the  specific  things  received. 

This  seems  to  us  the  only  view  consistent  with  general  princi- 
ples applicable  to  the  subject,  or  with  the  decided  cases,  and  man- 
ifestly just  and  equitable.  If  the  party  has  bought  goods  which 
he  declines  to  pay  for  in  the  mode  stipulated,  and  which,  but  for 
his  own  act  he  might  do,  he  ought  and  he  must  be  content  to  pay 
in  the  usual  mode  of  paying  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  this 
recovery  may  be  had  under  the  general  counts.  Grcty  v.  Iltlly  1 
R.  &  M.  420.     Chit,  on  Con.  305. 

As  the  former  cases  upon  this  subject  have  adopted  no  principle 
at  all  analogous  to  allowing  either  party  the  power  of  recision  of 
the  contract,  we  feel  reluctant  to  push  ourselves  upon  an  unex- 
plored field,  without  some  obvious  and  pressing  necessity,  in  order 
to  warp  justice,  which  we  think  is  not  this  case. 

By  the  adoption  of  this  new  feature,  even  if  it  were  more  con- 
sonant with  justice  in  the  particular  case,  which  we  think  it  clear- 
ly is  not,  we  should  be  fearful  of  ultimately  encountering  evils 
which  are  not  apparent,'  at  the  moment  And  there  are  some 
which  we  could  easily  foresee  might  arise.  The  specific  things 
received  in  payment,  might  have  been  more  or  less  put  to  use  by 
the  party  receiving  them,  for  which  he  ought  to  be  accountable. 

They  might  have  been  sold  and  transferred  in  different  modes, 
and  thus  new  rights  and  interests  intervene.  And  if  we  adopt 
the  principle  of  recision,  we  do  not  see,  but  in  principle,  it  will  cut 
oflf  by  the  roots,  all  rights  accrued  under  the  contract  before  repu- 
diation, which  would  certainly  be  unjust  to  the  innocent  party. 

And  as  the  repudiating  party  is  always  clearly  in  the  wrong,  it 
can  be  no  hardship  upon  him,  to  pay  in  currency  for  what  he  has 
received  in  advance  upon  the  contract. 

If  one  party  has  the  power  of  recision,  then  the  other,  and  es- 
pecially the  innocent  party,  should  have  the  power.  The  result 
of  which  must  be,  that  however  many  times  the  property  has 
changed  hands,  or  under  whatever  circumstances  the  innocent  par- 
ty may  pursue  it  and  recover  of  the  last  proprietor,  if  not  of  each 
intervening  one,  which  would  often  be  attended  with  serious  em- 
barrassment and  probable  wrong. 

Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded  for  new  trial. 
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Gilbert  H.  Wood  v.  The  Vt.  Central  Railroad  Co. 

Book  Account     CantracL 

MThere  the  plaintiff  contoicted  to  build  **rip  rap  "  wall  for  the  defendants,  at  fifty 
cents  per  cnbic  yard;  there  being  no  general  usage  or  uniform  custom  proved* 
which  should  control  the  mode  of  measurement,  it  was  held  the  term  used,  im- 
{dies  pay  by  the  cubic  yard,  for  the  ^riprap,"  after  Hie  stone  is  fitted,  and  laid 
into  wall. 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  account  was  rendered  in  the 
county  court,  and  auditors  appointed,  who  reported  in  reference  to 
the  item  in  dispute,  substantially  the  following  facts : — 

The  plaintiff,  after  having  had  some  conversation  with  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Railroad,  and  with  the  chief  engineer,  in  relation  to 
doing  work  upon  section  3,  of  defendants  road,  submitted  to  the 
President  a  written  proposition,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"Charles  Paine,  Esq., 
"  Sir  : 

'^  Having  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Moore,  I  have  concluded 
"  to  do  the  work  on  the  dd  section,  as  follows : 
"  Earth,  per  cubic  yard,    13  cents. 
"Rock,     «        «       "     $1.00 
"  Rip  rap, — cubic  yard,      50 

"  Respectfully  yours, 

(Signed)      «  G.  H.  Wood." 

The  defendants  accepted  the  proposition,  and  the  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeded to  the  work  on  the  section. 

In  regard  to  the  "  rip  rap  "  wall,  the  parties  were  at  issue  as  to  the 
manner  of  measurement.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that  it  should  be 
measured  after  it  was  laid  into  wall.  On  the  other  hand,  defendants 
claimed  that  it  should  be  measured  "  in  excavation,"  while  in  the 
solid.  There  was  no  special  contract  as  to  the  manner  of  measure- 
ment. It  appeared  that  rock,  after  broken  into  fragments,  will  mea- 
sure from  20  to  40  per  cent,  more  than  in  solid ;  and  on  this  section, 
that  the  rock  when  deposited  or  laid  into  "  rip  rap,"  would  mea- 
sure about  33^  per  cent,  more  than  in  the  solid.  The  auditors 
did  not  find  from  the  testimony,  any  uniform  practice  or  general 
usage  as  to  the  measurement  of  '^  rip  rap  "  wall.  And  reported 
the  amount,  if  measured  "  in  excavation,"  to  be  7,689  cubic  yards. 
Measured  in  the  bank  or  wall,  10,252  cubic  yards. 
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The  county  court,  March  term,  1852, —  Poland,  J.,  presiding, 
rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  largest  amount.  Ex- 
ceptions by  defendants. 

Peck  ^  Colhy  for  defendants. 

1.  The  plaintiff  cannot  sustain  his  claim  to  a  fictitious  estimate 
of  the  ''  rip  rap,"  when  the  exact  quantity  is  ascertained  by  mea- 
surement. 

2.  By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  would  seem  that  the  measure 
was  to  be  in  the  solid, —  the  "  rip  rap  "  to  be  ^;^  cents  per  cubic 
yard. 

3.  It  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  should  be  found  by  the  auditors. 
Eaton  Y.  Smith,  20  Pick.  150. 

J,  A,  Vail  for  plaintiff. 

It  is  claimed,  that  plaintiff  should  not  be  allowed  for  the  amount 
of  "  rip  rap  "  wall  in  the  bank  or  wall,  but  only  for  what  the  ma- 
terial would  amount  to  in  cubic  yards  in  the  solid.  To  which  we 
say, —  1.  That  the  contract  does  not  provide  for  any  such  manner 
of  computing  the  amount  of  plaintiff's  work.  2.  That  there  is  no 
usage  or  custom,  general  or  local,  proved  in  this  case,  which  can 
avail  the  defendants  in  the  position  taken  by  them.  3.  The  audi- 
tors find  nothing  in  the  testimony,  aside  from  the  written  contract 
and  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract,  that  could  aid  tlu  la  in  de- 
termining the  proper  measurement  of  the  "  rip  rap,"  u  Lieh  leaves 
the  matter  where  the  contract  leaves  it,  &c. 

Bt  the  Coubt.  The  only  question  in  the  present  case,  is  in 
regard  to  the  proper  mode  of  estimating  that  portion  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  which  is  for  ''  rip  rap."  It  is  very  possible  the  parties 
might  have  entertained  different  ideas  in  regard  to  that  point,  at 
the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract.  We  can  only  determine 
the  matter,  from  the  terms  of  the  written  contract,  with  such 
knowledge  and  experience,  as  we  have,  in  regard  to  the  subject 
matter,  which  is  necessarily  imperfect. 

The  terms  used  are  exceedingly  indefinite.  They  could  scarcely 
be  more  so.  But  the  term  "  rock  "  and  "  earth  "  naturally  apply 
to  excavation.  And  from  the  known  practice  of  estimating  such 
work,  by  the  size  of  the  pit  or  excavation,  there  could  be  little 
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doubt  the  parties  so  used  them.  But  the  term  "  rip  rap/'  as  we 
gather  from  the  report  and  the  argument,  and  our  own  very  limit- 
ed knowledge  upon  the  subject,  only  applies  to  the  stone  when  laid 
into  a  kind  of  shingling^  upon  the  slope  of  the  diil  embankment, 
at  such  points  as  it  is  likely  to  be  washed  by  water.  In  other 
words,  "  rip  rap  "  is  a  kind  of  wall. 

This  being  so,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  word  cubic  yard,  as  ap- 
plied to  this  subject  matter,  would  more  naturally  have  the  same 
signification  as  other  measures  of  solidity,  when  applied  to  wall. 
The  term  perch  is  very  common,  as  applied  to  erections  in  mason- 
ry, whether  more  or  less  free  from  interstices,  and  it  is  a  solid 
measure  as  much  as  a  cubic  yard,  or  any  other  term  of  solidity. 
But  we  suppose  it  is  a  measure  to  be  applied  to  the  structure, 
without  regard  to  the  interstices.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would 
become  necessary  to  have  some  general  ratio  of  deduction,  on  that 
account,  or  else  to  obtain  the  specific  measure  of  each  stone,  which 
could  only  be  done,  with  perfect  accuracy,  by  immersing  each  par- 
ticular stone  in  some  fluid,  and  then  measure  the  elevation  of  the 
fluid  by  a  guage.  The  truth  is,  if  the  interstices  are  to  be  de- 
ducted, it  could  only  be  done  in  practice,  by  some  average  ratio  of 
deduction. 

If  the  term  embankment  had  occurred  in  the  contract,  instead  of 
"  dirt,"  it  would  certainly  entitle  the  party  to  have  his  dirt  mea- 
sured in  the  embankment,  instead  of  the  excavation,  although 
measuring  twice  as  much.  For  the  stipulation  would  then  be  for 
each  cubic  yard  of  embankment  But  "  dirt "  being  indefinite,  we 
are  at  liberty  to  resort  to  the  usual  custom. 

But  here  the  term  used,  seems  to  imply  pay  by  the  cubic  yard, 
for  the  "  rip  rap,"  i.  e.  after  the  stone  is  fitted,  and  laid  into  wall. 
And  the  auditors  seem  to  have  found  it  impossible  to  find  any  gen- 
eral usage,  or  uniform  custom,  which  should  control  the  mode  of 
measurement.  It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  county  court  put 
the  true,  or  at  most,  the  more  obvious  construction  upon  the  con- 
tract, and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


CHITTENDEN   COUNTY, 


December  Term,  1851. 


[Continued  &om  ante,  page  88.] 


S.  S.  Jackson  &  Co.  v.  Eugene  Bissonette. 
Book  Account,     Consignor  and  Consignee. 

ft 

The  defendant  consigned  a  qnantity  of  cheese  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  commission 
merchants,  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  and  they  sold  a  portion  of  the  same  on  the 
12th  of  September,  to  Henry  Dean  &  Co.,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  said  September, 
the  plaintiffs  rendered  a  full  account  of  their  dealings  witii  the  defendant,  and 
struck  a  final  balance  of  "net  proceeds,'*  deducting  commissions,  and  all  other 
charges,  stating  "  Amount  to  your  credit  $801.66,  which  you  can  draw  for  at 
"  sight,"  adding,  "  when  you  write  us  again,  please  say  if  you  wish  us  to  remU 
'*  to  youy  or  you  draw  on  us  for  the  amount."  After  the  receipt  of  this  statement 
the  defendant  drew  upon  the  plaintiffs,  and  tiiey  paid  a  large  portion  of  this  sum 
or  balance.  Dean  &  Co.,  before  the  plaintiffs  had  collected  of  them  the  amount 
due  for  the  cheese  sold  to  tiiem,  became  insolvent  and  went  into  bankruptcy,  but 
the  plaintiffs  did  not  inform  the  defendant  of  the  fact  of  their  indebtedness  or 
bankruptcy,  until  nearly  thirty  days  after  their  failure.  It  was  heid,  upon  these 
facts,  that  there  was  an  actual,  positive  and  unqualified  assumption  by  the  plain  • 
tifb,  of  the  sale  to  Henry  Dean  &  Co.,  as  cash  in  hand. 

It  was  also  hddj  that  a  payment  made  under  such  circumstances,  the  money  is  not 
to  be  recovered  back,  except  upon  the  clearest  case  of  fraud,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  or  mistake  of  facts,  by  plaintiffs ;  not  the  mistake  of  future  contin- 
gencies, but  present,  and  important  facts,  fonning  the  basis  upon  which  plaintiffs 
made  tiie  payment. 

And  it  was  also  held,  that  an  express  promise  of  the  defendant  to  refund  the  money 
thus  paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  would  be  a  mere  nudum  pactum. 

Book  Account.  The  case  was  recommitted  to  the  auditor, 
by  this  court,  at  a  former  term,  for  a  more  particular  statement  of 
facts,  who  reported,  substantially,  the  following  facts: — 

The  plaintiffs  were,  during  the  year  1845,  and  ever  since  that 
time  have  been,  commission  merchants  in  Boston,  Massachusetts. 
That  the  defendant,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  resided  in  Charlotte, 
Vermont,  and  was  engaged  in  mercantile  business.  That  about 
the  5th  day  of  September,  1845,  the  defendant  consigned  to  the 
plaintiffs  a  quantity  of  cheese,  consisting  of  fifty -five  casks,  11,817 
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pounds,  Det  weight,  and  by  letter,  dated  the  5th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1845,  apprised  the  plaintifis  of  said  consignment,  and  in  said 
letter  directed  the  plaintiffs  to  dispose  of  said  cheese  to  the  best 
advantage ;  said  letter  was  received  by  plaintiffs  three  days  afler 
its  date,  and  said  cheese  on  the  11th  day  of  September,  six  days 
after  the  date  of  said  letter.  On  the  12th  day  of  said  September, 
the  plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered  forty-one  casks  of  said  cheese  to 
Henry  Dean  &  Co.,  a  firm  then  doing  business  in  said  Boston,  at 
the  price  of  $565,98. 

That  said  sale  to  said  Dean  &  Co.  was  what  then  was  and  now 
48  termed,  by  merchants  in  Boston,  a  "  sale  for  cash."  And  in 
such  case,  it  is  the  custom  for  the  vendor  to  wait  a  reasonable  time 
for  the  purchaser  to  examine  the  goods  and  bills,  and  see  that  all 
is  right,  and  then  to  call  on  the  vendee  for  the  cash. 

That  one  of  the  plaintiffs  called  on  Dean  &  Co.  several  times 
before  the  20th  of  September,  and  was  put  off  by  excuses,  one  of 
which  was,  that  there  was  error  in  the  tare  ;  on  said  20th  of  Sep- 
tember one  of  the  plaintiffs  rectified  all  mistakes  with  said  Dean 
&  Co.,  and  requested  them  to  pay  for  said  cheese ;  they  said  it 
was  not  convenient  to  make  payment  on  that  day.  That  subse- 
quently, and  between  the  20th  of  September  and  the  7th  of  Octo- 
ber, one  of  the  plainti£&  called  twice  on  Dean  &  Co.  for  payment, 
and  was  told  the  last  time  of  calling,  that  they  need  not  be  to  the 
trouble  of  calling  again,  as  they  would  soon  bring  the  money  to 
plaintiffs,  which  they  never  did ;  and  that  on  or  about  the  20th 
day  of  September,  said  Henry  Dean  &  Co.  in  fact  failed,  and  after 
that  time  did  not  pay  any  debts  in  fiiU,  and  on  the  6th  day  of  Oc- 
tober next  afterwards,  said  Dean  k.  Co.  went  into  bankruptcy 
under  the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachusetts.  That  the  failure  of 
said  Dean  ic  Co.  was  not  generally  known  in  Boston  until  the  7th 
or  6th  of  October,  and  the  plaintiffs  first  knew  it  on  the  7th,  at 
night 

That  the  plaintiffs,  on^he  20th  day  of  September,  1845,  made 
out  a  statement  of  their  dealings  with  the  defendant,  and  sent  the 
same.with  a  letter  to  the  defendant.  That  part  of  the  letter  re- 
ferred to,  is  as  follows: — 

"Boston,  Sept.  20, 1845. 
"  Mr.  E.  Bissoxette, 

''  Dear  Sir  :  Annexed  please  find  account,  sales  of  fifty*five 
«  casks  of  cheese.    •••••••••       ♦ 
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^  The  balance  your  due,  is  eight  hundred  and  one  dollars  and  six- 
^  ty-six  cents,  which  you  can  draw  for  at  sight,  and  when  you 
^  write  us  again,  please  say  if  you  wish  us  to  remit  to  you,  or  you 
**  draw  on  us  for  the  amount       ••••••• 

"  Very  Respectfully,  yours,  &c., 

(Signed)        "  S.  S.  Jackson  &  Co. 


n 


That  when  said  forty-one  casks  of  cheese  were  sold  and  deliv- 
ered to  said  Dean  &  Co.,  said  Dean  &  Co.  were  made  debtor  to 
the  defendant  therefor  on  the  books  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  entry 
90  remains  upon  said  books.  The  plaintiffs  first  informed  the  de- 
fendant of  the  failure  of  said  Dean  Sc  Co.,  by  letter  dated  the  Sd, 
and  mailed  the  4th  day  of  November,  1845,  at  Boston.  The  de- 
fendant, on  the  12th  and  13th  days  of  November,  was  at  Boston, 
and  there  had  a  conversation  with  the  plaintiffs  about  proving  the 
claim  of  defendant  against  said  Dean  &  Co.  under  the  bankrupt 
proceedings,  the  defendant  not  being  a  resident  of  Massachusetts ; 
upon  which  one  of  the  plaintiffs  consulted  an  attorney,  and  was 
advised  that  unless  proved,  the  debt  would  be  barred  and  lost. 
Whereupon  the  defendant  directed  the  plaintiffs  to  do  with  his  said 
debt,  as  they  would  do  with  their  own, —  to  do  the  best  they  could 
with  it. 

That  on  the  7th  day  of  October,  1845,  said  Dean  &  Co.  were 
suffered  to  overdraw,  at  the  North  Bank,  in  Boston,  their  account 
to  the  amount  of  $2,500. 

It  also  appeared,  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  said  cheese  to 
said  Dean  &  Co.,  the  defendant  did  not  know  of  the  existence  of 
the  custom  in  Boston,  in  relation  to  ^  sales  for  cash,"  but  had 
been  informed  that  such  custom  existed  among  merchants,  in  the 
city  of  New  York. 

There  are  other  facts  reported  by  the  auditor,  but  sufficiently 
appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

JS.  J,  Phelps  and  Z.  E.  Chittenden  for  plaintiffs. 

1.  The  sale  made  by  plaintiffs  was  in  conformity  with  their  in- 
structions. The  cheese  having  been  consigned  to  them  as  factors, 
under  general  instructions  to  dispose  of  it  "  to  the  best  advantage^ 
not  restricting  them  to  a  sale  for  cash  only,  they  were  justified  in 
selling  either  for  cash  or  on  a  reasonable  credit,  provided  they  fol- 
lowed the  general  usage  of  the  market,  and  used  ordinary  care 
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and  prudence.  Goodenoto  v.  7)/ler,  7  Mass.  86.  Clark  v.  Van 
Northwick,  1  Pick.  848.  Dunght  v.  WhiHng,  15  Pick.  179.  Me- 
Kinstry  v.  Pearscdlj  8  Johns.  818.  Van  Allen  v.  Vanderpool,  6 
Johns.  69.     Leverick  v.  Afiegs,  1  Cow.  645.    2  Kent's  Ck>m.  622. 

Nor  is  it  material  whether  the  sale  was,  in  a  legal  sense,  a  sale 
for  cash,  or  upon  credit.  Either  would  have  been  strictlj  within 
their  instructions  and  their  duty. 

The  only  importance  of  the  evidence  as  to  the  usage,  la  to  show 
that  this  sale  was  in  conformity  with  the  general  usage  of  mer- 
chants, which  the  law  requires.  Especially  as  that  usage  afibrda 
the  measure  of  the  diligence  required. 

2.  The  sale  was  made  with  all  reasonable  care  and  prudence, 
and  the  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  conducting  it,  or 
in  attempting  to  collect  the  proceeds. 

.^.  Npitber  iho  nlaintifTs  letters,  nor  the  payment  by  them  of 
defendant's  draft,  can  be  treated  as  an  assumption  of  Dean  Sc  Co.'8 
debt.  To  amount  to  such  an  assumption  by  the  factors,  it  most 
clearly  appear  that  it  was  their  intention  to  make  the  debt  their 
own.  1  Am.  Lead.  Ca.  488  and  cases  cited.  Winchester  v.  Hock' 
leg,  1  U.  S.  Cond.  416.     Rohertson  v.  Livtngston,  5  Cow.  473. 

The  payment  of  the  draft  amounts  to  nothing,  in  the  absence 
of  any  intention  to  assume  the  debt.  Such  payments  are  contin- 
ually made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  may  always  be 
recovered  back  if  a  loss  comes  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
factor.  Dwight  v.  Whitney,  15  Pick.  179.  Corliss  v.  CumniingSj 
6  Cow.  437. 

*S^.  Wires  and  W.'  W,  Peck  for  defendant. 

1.  The  plaintiffs  are  chargeable  with  the  debt  of  Dean  &c  Co., 
on  the  ground  of  not  exercising  due  care  to  collect  it. 

2.  They  represented  to  defendant  that  the  price  was  paid,  and 
authorized  him  to  draw  accordingly.  He  did  so,  and  they  must 
be  treated  to  have  assumed  the  debt.  Conseqtm  v.  Fanning,  3  J. 
R.  587.     Oakley  v.  Crenshaw,  4  Cow.  250. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  book  account,  and  was 
recommitted  to  the  auditor  by  this  court  at  a  former  term,  for  a 
more  particular  statement  of  facts.    The  case  now  stands  upon 
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the  last  report,  which  the  auditor  says  is  intended  to  embrace  all 
the  facts  in  the  case. 

The  case  was  heard  at  the  present  term,  upon  the  question  of 
law  arising  upon  the  report  and  upon  a  motion  to  recommit,  for 
the  report  of  further  facts  in  relation  to  the  plaintiffs  havitig  as- 
sumed the  debt  of  Dean  &  Co.,  at  their  own  risk,  as  cash  in  hand. 
The  decision  of  the  court  will  be  more  briefly  stated  upon  both 
points  at  the  same  time. 

The  case  upon  the  report,  was  decided  mainly  upon  the  plaintiffs 
having  assumed  the  debt  of  Dean  &  Co.,  by  the  letter  of  the  20th 
of  September,  1845,  their  subsequent  indulgence  to  Dean  &  Co., 
and  especially,  by  the  actual  payment  of  a  large  portion  of  the 
balance.  The  important  facts  bearing  upon  this  point  in  the  case, 
are  that  this  was  confessedly  a  cash  sale.  The  defendant  had  no 
knowledge  of  any  custom  among  commission  merchams  in  Boston, 
to  make  delivery  of  goods  in  such  cases,  before  the  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  although  he  had  learned  some  such  custom  in 
New  York.  The  sale  was  made  on  the  12th  of  September. 
Three  days  after,  the  plaintiffs  called  upon  Dean  &  Co.  for  the 
money,  thus  showing  that  the  plaintiffs  considered  it  their  right  to 
require  it  at  that  time.  But  they  were  put  off  by  sundry  shallow 
subterfuges,  until  the  20th  of  September,  when  all  evasions  being 
removed,  all  parties  regarded  the  money  as  due,  the  amount  being 
definitely  ascertained.  At  this  time  the  plaintiffs  render  a  full 
account  of  their  dealings  with  defendant,  and  strike  a  final  balance 
of  ^'  Net  Proceeds,"  deducting  connnissions  and  all  other  charges, 
stating  "  Amount  to  your  credit  $801,66,"  "  which  you  can  draw 
far  AT  SIGHT,"  adding,  "  when  you  write  us  again,  please  say  if 
you  wish  us  to  remit  to  you,  or  you  draw  on  us  for  the  amount." 

It  certainly  requires  some  degree  of  sagacity,  and  refinement  of 
criticism,  to  conjecture  any  ground  of  doubt  of  this  being  an  actu- 
al, positive  and  unqualified  assumption  of  the  sale  to. ''Henry 
Dean  &  Co."  ''$513,88,"  as  cash  in  hand.  It  so  appears  upon 
the  account  rendered.  From  anything  which  appears  upon  the 
account  rendered,  or  the  correspondence,  the  cash  had  actually 
been  realized  upon  this,  as  much  as  upon  any  other  portion  of  the 
account. 

.  This  sale  to  Dean  &;  Co.  consisted  of  six  different  casks  of 
cheese,  with  distinctive  marks  upon  each  to  indicate  the  persons  of 
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whom  the  several  casks  were  received  by  defendant,  as  is  obvioas 
-from  the  marks  themselves,  which  are  carried  into  the  plaintiff' 
account  rendered  to  defendant,  and  obyiously  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  give  an  account  of  them,  to  those  of  whom  be  re- 
eeived  them,  whether  upon  commission  or  otherwise.  Tbus  show- 
ing very  clearly  that  the  plaintiffs  understood  that  the  effect  of  this 
account,  rendered  by  them,  would  be  to  induce  the  defendant  to 
make  his  final  settlement  with  his  customers  or  consignors^  ibr  the 
several  casks,  showing  in  the  most  unequivocal  manner,  tbat  they 
at  the  time  regarded  it  as  a  final  assumption  of  the  debt  of  Dean  & 
Co.  cu  c€uh  in  hand.  Indeed  any  other  view  of  the  subject,  seems  to 
us,  little  short  of  absurdity.  So  much  so,  that  we  can  scarcely  con- 
ceive how  the  plaintiffs  ever  conceived  sufficient  effrontery  to  daim 
to  have  it  treated  in  any  other  light.  Such  a  daim,  seriously  put 
forth  in  any  metropolis  of  trade,  could  only  have  exposed  the 
claimant  to  ridicule  or  contempt.  And  the  plaintiffs  very  likely, 
at  home,  would  have  pocketed  the  loss  in  silence,  out  of  self-re- 
spect. For  it  seems  they  could  not  summon  sufficient  courage  to 
make  any  demand  upon  the  defendant  until  about  thirty  days  after 
Dean  Sc  Co.  had  notoriously  gone  into  bankruptcy. 

And  this  view  of  the  subject  is  confirmed  by  all  the  subsequent 
conduct  of  the  plaintiffs.  They  paid  the  defendant's  drafts  drawn 
upon  them  by  their  own  direction,  to  the  amount  of  nearly  $800, 
on  the  22d  of  Sept.  and  the  7th  of  October.  They  continued  to 
call  upon  the  firm  of  Dean  Sc  Co.,  and  suffered  themselves  to  be 
put  off,  from  time  to  time,  by  such  pitiful  evasions,  as  sinking  men 
are  fain  to  resort  to,  until  Dean  &  Co.,  went  into  bankruptcy  on 
the  7th  or  8th  of  October,  without  giving  the  slightest  intimation 
to  defendant  of  the  delay,  which  is  certainly  grossly  negligent  and 
altogether  unaccountable,  if  they  all  the  time  considered  the  debt 
under  the  control  of  the  defendant,  and  themselves  merely  agents 
for  its  collection.  And  of  the  same  character  is  the  additional  fact 
that  they  gave  no  intimation  of  the  failure  of  Dean  &  Co.  to  the 
defendant,  till  nearly  a  month  aflcr  the  event,  on  the  8d  day  of 
November,  which  was  probably  upon  the  receipt  of  an  additional 
draft,  when  the  sense  of  suffering,  in  paying  the  balance  of  the 
loss,  drove  them  to  the  desperate  resort  of  protesting  the  debt 
which  they  had,  besure,  voluntarily  assumed,  nearly  two  months 
before.    And  when  the  parties  meet  in  Boston,  a  few  days  subse- 
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quent  to  this  time,  the  plaintiffs  make  no  claim,  as  we  learn,  to 
have  the  money,  which  they  had  paid  upon  the  drafts,  refunded ; 
each  seemed  to  stand  mutely  upon  his  own  reserved  rights  then, 
whatever  that  might  he,  in  the  final  event.  Under  this  complica- 
tion of  facts,  all  tending  to  show  the  unqualified  assumption  of  the 
deht  of  Dean  &  Co.,  and  the  actual  payment  of  a  considerable  por- 
tion of  it  by  plaintiffs,  we  cannot  regard  these  payments  as  cre&» 
ting  any  debt  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  It  was  clearly  regard- 
ed at  the  time,  by  both  parties,  as  the  payment  of  a  debt  by  the 
plaintiffs.  And  in  such  case  the  money  is  not  to  be  recovered 
back,  except  upon  the  clearest  case  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ant, or  mistake  of  facts  by  plaintiffs ;  not  the  mistake  of  future  con* 
tingencies,  but  present  and  important  facts,  forming  the  basis  upon 
which  the  plaintiffs  made  the  payment.  Nothing  of  this  is  pre- 
tended. 

Upon  a  question  of  this  kind,  which  is  a  good  deal  matter  of 
intention,  and  the  facts  being  in  writing,  or  conceded,  become  mat- 
ter of  law,  very  little  aid  can  be  expected  from  reported  cases,  un- 
less there  is  a  very  close  correspondence  in  the  fact«*  Each  case, 
in  its  facts,  will  be  peculiar ;  it  is  the  leading  principle  which  is  to 
govern  all  cases.  But  the  case  of  OcJcley  v.  Cren9hau),  4  Cowen 
250,  is  very  similar  to  the  present,  and  certainly  not  more  clearly 
indicating  an  intention  to  assume  the  risk  of  the  collection.  There 
the  factor  said,  the  money  is  not  all  received,  but  ^  I  am  desirous 
not  to  have  the  account  stand  open,  therefore  you  may  draw  for 
the  net  balance."  And  the  court  here  regarded  it  as  an  absolute 
assumption  of  the  debt,  which  could  not  be  repudiated  upon  the* 
after  failure  of  the  debtor.  If  money  paid  over  under  such  cir- 
cumstances could  be  recovered  back,  nothing  could  ever  be  settled^ 
as  is  said  in  Consequa  v.  Fanning,  3  Johns.  Cb.  587.  In  Robert^ 
son  V.  Livingston,  5  Cowen  473,  the  note  of  the  factor  is  made- 
payable  after  the  debt  to  the  principal  would  fall  due,  thus 
showing  an  intention  to  have  one  debt  meet  the  other.  It  is  said 
in  Smith's  Mercantile  Law,  p.  106,  *'  If  indeed  the  factor,  after 
the  sale,  remit  his  own  tfote  or  acceptance  to  the  principal,  for  the 
amount  of  the  proceeds,  he  will  be  liable  on  that,  whether  employed 
under  a  del  credre  commission  or  not,  and  whether  the  vendee  be 
or  be  not  solvent.  For,  by  giving  such  an  instrument,  he  lulls  all 
the  suspicions  of  his  employer,  and  causes  him  to  dismiss  all  cai*e 
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about  the  solvency  of  the  purchaser."  Citing  Lefever  v.  Uo^fd, 
5  Taunton  749.  Simpson  y«  Swan,  S  Camp.  291.  Croupy  v« 
Hardeny  7  Taunton  159.  That  is  precisely  the  present  case,  ex- 
cept that  here  most  of  the  money  has  been  actually  paid  over. 
Now  to  the  extent  of  the  actual  payment,  there  is  not,  in  the  pres* 
ent  case,  the  remotest  ground  of  belief  that  either  party,  at  the 
time  of  payment,  had  the  remotest  apprehension  that  in  any  eTent 
it  could  ever  be  reckoned  an  advance,  or  in  any  manner  formed  a 
debt  on  the  part  of  defendant.  The  case  of  Dwight  t«  Whitney j  15 
Pick.  179,  has  no  proper  bearing  upon  the  present  case.  It  mere- 
ly shows  that  carrying  the  sale  into  the  account,  to  the  credit  of  the 
consignor,  does  not  necessarily  &x  the  factor  with  the  payment  of 
the  apparent  balance  of  the  book.  The  true  rule  upon  this  subject 
is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  laid  down  very  briefly  and  very  pertinently, 
in  Shaw  v.  Pictoriy  4  B.  &  C.  715.  10  E.  C.  L.  R.  443,  in  the 
language  of  Baylt,  J,  ''  It  is  quite  clear  that  if  an  agent  (em- 
ployed to  receive  money,  and  bound  by  his  duty  to  his  principal, 
from  time  to  time,  to  communicate  to  him  whether  the  money  is 
received  or  not,)  renders  an  account  from  time  to  time,  which  con- 
tains a  statement  that  the  money  is  received,  he  is  bound  by  that 
account  unless  he  can  show  that  statement  was  made  unintention- 
ally, and  by  mistake.  If  he  cannot  show  that,  he  is  not  at  liberty 
afterwards  to  say  that  the  money  had  not  been  received  and  never 
will  be  received,  and  to  claim  reimbursement  in  respect  of  those 
sums  for  which  he  had  previously  given  credit.  I  think  that  when 
an  agent  has  deliberately  and  intentionally  communicated  to  a 
principal  that  the  money  due  to  him  has  been  received,  he  makes 
the  communication  at  his  peril,  and  is  not  at  liberty  afterwards  to 
recover  the  money  back  again." 

This  view  of  the  case  settles  the  matter  of  the  plaintiffs  right  to 
recover  back  money,  which  he  has  paid  towards  an  acknowledged 
balance  in  his  hands,  on  account  of  sales  of  property  consigned  to 
him.  For  the  whole  balance  claimed,  is  of  this  character.  How 
far  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  recover  the  remainder,  we  have 
not  felt  disposed  to  strain  the  matter  very*  severely.  The  report 
being  drawn  up,  with  a  view  chie^y  to  present  the  plaintiffs  claim 
to  recover  the  balance  claimed  by  him,  and  the  contingency  of  de- 
fendants being  entitled  to  recover  a  balance,  not  apparently  being 
much  upon  the  mind  of  the  triers  of  the  fact,  there  is  nothing  in 
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the  report  to  show  that  the  defendant  is  or  is  not  in  any  different 
circumstances  from  what  he  would  have  been,  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiffs  having  acknowledged  this  balance  in  their  hands,  the 
plaintiffs  promise  to  pay  the  balance  must  still  be  regarded  as  a 
mere  naked  promise  of  payment,  without  consideration,  which  18 
revocable  until  performed.  It  is  quite  probable,  facts  exist  from 
which  it  might  be  made  to  appear  that  he  had  dealt  differently 
with  his  customers,  in  consequence  of  this  balance  being  acknowl- 
edged in  plaintiffs'  hands,  and  before  he  was  informed  such  was 
not  the  fact,  and  if  so,  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  balance. 
But  the  litigation  has  been  so  long  protracted,  that  we  have  not 
deemed  it  expedient  to  recommit  the  report,  upon  this  point. 

In  regard  to  recommitting  the  report,  to  find  how  far  the 
defendant  has  acknowledged  his  obligation  to  refund  the  money 
claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  it  would  be  useless,  as  we  should  regard 
an  express  promise  to  refund  this  money,  as  a  mere  nude  pad. 
And,  as  this  point  has  been  urged  with  some  degree  of  zeal,  we 
may  be  allowed  to  say,  that  to  our  minds,  it  is  altogether  incom- 
prehensible how  any  one  can  view  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs,  in 
the  whole  transaction,  as  falling  short  of  the  most  culpable  an4 
gross  negligence,  in  making  or  in  not  making  these  collections,  long 
before  the  failure  of  Dean  Sc  Co.,  when  from  the  mere  fact  of  that 
firm,  on  the  very  last  day  of  doing  business,  being  permitted  to 
overdraw  their  bank  account  $2500,  it  is  obvious  that  any  reason- 
able degree  of  pertinacity  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  towards 
Dean  Sc  Co.,  (half  as  much  as  they  now  exhibit  towanls  defend- 
ant,) would  have  secured  the  payment  of  this  balance  by  Dean 
&  Co. 

The  motion  to  recommit  is  overruled  and  judgment  on  the  re- 
port for  defendant  to  recover  his  costs. 


FRANKLIN  COUNTY, 


January  Term,  1852. 
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Homer  E.  Royce  v,  Elijah  Hurd. 

Statute  of  limitations.     The  act  of  1797  and  1832,  considered. 

JEhndence. 

A  claim  that  arose  under  tlie  statute  of  limitations  passed  in  1797,  but  not  being 
-Imrred,  before  the  passAge  of  the  act  of  1882,  is,  in  terms,  controlled  by  that  act, 
after  it  took  effect. 

And  it  was  held,  that  the  distinction  between  the  act  of  1707  and  1882,  is,  in  fact, 
this. — that  in  the  former,  if  the  statute  began  to  run,  it  continued  to  mn,  while 
under  the  latter,  tlie  debtor  must  either  remain  in  the  State,  or  leare  suffident 
knowu  property  here,  out  of  which  his  debt  could  be  satisfied,  or  else  the  statute 
would  not  produce  a  bar. 

And  this  property  must  be  estate  real  or  personal,  unembarrassed,  and  which  is 
liable  to  be  levied  upon  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt;  and  this  estate  should  so 
continue,  during  the  whole  period  of  the  debtor*s  absence  from  the  State,  in  cr- 
uder to  continue  the  operation  of  the  statute,  or  the  statute  of  limitations  would 
cease  to  run. 

Probate  proceedings,  where  the  title  of  land  comes  in  question,  are  required  br 
statute  to  be  recorded  iu  the  town  clerk's  office,  as  much  as  in  the  probate  office, 
and  unless  so  recorded  they  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  title. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note,  alledged  to  have  been  execu- 
ted by  the  defendant  on  the  31st  day  of  August,  A.  D.  1832,  for 
eighty-four  dollars  and  forty  centi*,  payable  to  Benjamin  Moses,  or 
x)rder,  in  one  day  from  date,  with  interest,  and  by  him  indorsed  to 
the  plaintiff.  Pleas:  1.  Non  assumpsit  2.  The  statute  of  limit- 
ations.    Replication  and  rejoinder,  and  trial  by  jury. 

The  plaintiff,  in  answer  to  the  defendant's  first  plea,  having  first 
proved  the  loss  of  the  note  pending  the  suit,  introduced  evidence 
tending  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  same  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  indorsement  thereof  by  said  Moses,  the  payee ;  and  the  con- 
tents of  the  note  and  purport  of  the  indorsement  corresponding 
with  the  description  given  in  the  declaration. 
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'  The  evidence  also  tended  to  proye,  that  from  Ihe  time  of  the 
date  and  execution  of  said  note,  and  a  little  before,  the  defendant 
had  been  constantly  absent  from  this  State,  till  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  with  the  exception  of  his  once  or  twice 
passing  through  the  town  of  Franklin.  There  was  no  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  his  so  being  in  the  State,  was  known  to  the 
holder  of  said  note,  so  that  he  could  have  arrested  his  body,  or  ob- 
tained personal  service  on  him. 

The  defendant,  in  support  of  the  issue  oa  his  part,  under  his 
second  plea  introduced  a  deed  from  Samuel  Hubbard  to  Ebenezer 
Marvin,  dated  in  August,  A.  D.  1791,  of  lot  number  1,  in  range 
10,  in  Huntsburgh,  (now  Franklin,)  also  a  deed  from  Sarah 
Marvin  to  Artemas  Holden,  of  a  portion  of  said  lot,  and  including 
the  part  described  by  defendant  in  his  rejoinder ;  and  also  a  deed 
from  said  Holden  to  the  defendant,  of  the  same,  dated  November 
7th,  A.  D.  1826.  He  also  offered  the  probate  and  probate  records 
of  the  will  of  Ebenezer  Marvin,  to  which  the  plaintiff  objected  on 
the  ground  that  neither  said  will  nor  an  attested  copy  thereof  had 
ever  been  recorded  in  the  town  clerk's  office  of  the  town  of  Frank- 
lin ;  but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  probate  and  probate 
record  admitted. 

He  also  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  before  1800, 
Ebenezer  Marvin  took  possession  of  said  lot  number  1,  and  he  and 
his  widow,  Sarah  Marvin,  occupied  the  same  until  she  deeded  to 
Holden ;  that  said  Holden  possessed  said  land  under  said  deed 
from  Sarah  Marvin,  until  he  deeded  to  the  defendant ;  and  that 
the  defendant  occupied  and  possessed  it  after  the  execution  of  said 
last  deed  for  several  years,  and  until  after  the  execution  of  the 
note  described  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant, while  he  resided  in  this  State,  resided  on  said  land;  and  that 
said  land  had  afterwards  generally  borne  the  name  of  the  Hurd 
place. 

The  evidence  also  tended  to  show,  that  after  the  defendant  went 
into  the  possession  of  said  place,  and  down  to  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  some  portion  of  the  people  in  the  vicinity,  spoke  of  it 
as  belonging  to  the  defendant,  and  so  considered  it.  That  in  1887, 
or  1838,  one  Dan  Rublee,  who  was  then  the  holder  of  the  note 
now  in  suit,  directed  a  writ  to  be  made  upon  said  note,  against  the 
defendant,  returnable  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  said  place 
to  be  attached  on  said  writ,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
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It  appeared  that  there  was  over  one  hundred  dollars  due  on 
said  note,  at  the  time  said  justice  writ  was  made  out ;  that  no 
personal  service  was  made  on  the  defendant,  and  no  notice  was 
given  him  of  the  pendancy  of  said  suit,  and  that  the  said  suit  was 
not  continued  on  account  of  defendant's  absence  from  the  State. 
The  testimony  also  tended  to  show,  that  if  any  judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  said  suit,  it  was  by  default  That  said  justice,  before 
whom  said  writ  was  made  returnable,  never  made  any  record  df 
said  judgment,  and  that  said  justice  died  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit 

The  plaintiff  then  introduced  in  evidence,  the  record  of  a  pow* 
er  of  attorney,  from  the  defendant  to  his  wife,  Maria  Hurd, 
(therein  styled  Maria  Hieliker,  wife  of  defendant,)  dated  May 
12th,  1834,  and  a  deed  of  said  place,  with  some  adjoining  land,  ex- 
ecuted by  said  Maria  Kurd  to  one  William  Crane,  dated  Februa- 
ry 19th,  1835,  and  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that  im- 
mediately after  the  execution  of  said  last  deed,  said  Crane,  by  his 
tenants,  took  possession  of  said  place,  and  occupied  it,  claiming  to 
be  the  owner,  and  continued  so  to  occupy  without  interference  or 
objection  from  the  defendant  down  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action. 

That  during  said  period,  said  place  described  in  the  defendant's 
rejoinder,  was  set  in  the  grand  list  of  the  town  of  Franklin,  to  said 
Crane,  and  that  he  paid  all  taxes  on  the  same,  and  it  was  gener- 
ally reported  and  considered  to  be  the  property  of  the  said  Crane. 

Upon  the  evidence  thus  introduced  the  plaintiff  contended,  that 
said  place  described  in  defendant's  rejoinder,  ought  not  to  be  treat- 
ed as  known  property  of  the  defendant,  which  the  holder  of  said 
note  was  bound  by  law  to  attach,  and  especially  that  it  ought  not 
to  be  so  treated  afler  said  deed  and  possession,  taken  and  held  by 
said  Crane,  as  aforesaid. 

But  the  court  decided,  and  so  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  de- 
fendant occupied  and  resided  in  the  premises  described  in  the  re- 
joinder, while  he  resided  in  this  State,  and  the  holder  of  the  note 
in  the  summer  of  1838,  directed  said  premises  to  be  attached  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  on  the  note,  the  verdict  should  be  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  a  verdict  was  returned  accordingly. 

To  all  which  decisions  and  directions  of  the  court,  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 
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IL  E»  Royce  and  H.  R,  Beardsly  for  plaintiff. 

1.  We  think  the  court  erred  in  admitting  the  probate  and  pro- 
bate records  of  the  will  of  Ebenezer  Marvin.  Stat.  (Slade's 
Comp.)  Chap.  44,  §  86.  Revised  Stat.  Chap.  46,  §  87.  Ives  v. 
Myn,  12  Vt.  587. 

If  the  probate  and  probate  records  of  a  will  can  be  given  in 
evidence  to  prove  the  title  to  real  estate,  without  having  first  been 
recorded  in  the  town  clerk's  office  of  the  town  in  which  such  real 
estate  is  situate,  it  is  not  easy  to  assign  to  the  statute  any  useful 
or  sensible  construction.  Harrington  et  at,  v.  Gage  et  al.,  6  Vt. 
532. 

2.  The  defendant  was  bound  under  his  second  plea,  to  show  that 
he  owned  the  piece  of  land  described  in  his  rejoinder ;  and  that 
this  fact  was  generally  known  in  the  neighborhood,  or  to  the 
holder  of  the  note  in  suit.  And  this  ownership  and  the  knowledge 
of  it,  we  insist  must  have  existed  for  the  period  of  six  years  afler 
the  note  became  payable.  Htll  v.  JBellows,  15  Vt.  727.  Wheeler 
eiaLy.  Brewer,  20  Vt  118. 

3.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  defendant  showed 
that  he  acquired  such  a  title  to  the  land  under  his  deed  from 
Holden,  that  plaintiff  was  bound  to  attach  it,  then  we  insist  that^ 
the  defendant  did  not  continue  to  own  the  land,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  after  the  deed  to  Crane,  February  19th,  1835. 
That  deed  doubtless  was  defective ;  but  it  was  founded  on  a  full 
executed  promissory  consideration,  and  the  defendant  either  gave 
possession,  or  acquiesced  in  its  being  taken,  under  the  deed,  and 
being  held  for  a  long  period.  The  defendant,  therefore,  became 
bound  in  equity  to  complete  the  title  in  Crane.  And  we  insist, 
that  the  record  of  the  deed  from  defendant  to  Crane,  was  con- 
structive notice  of  the  rights  which  Crane  had  then.  But  if  the 
record  was  not  constructive  notice,  we  believe  the  law  is  well  set- 
tled that  possession  under  such  a  deed  is  legal  notice,  which  cannot 
be  explained  away  or  rebuUecL  Govemeur  v.  Lynch,  2  Page  300. 
Kidder  v.  Lafferty,  1  Whea.  304.     Leighner  v.  Mooney,  1 1  Watta 

412.     Hardy  v.  Summers,  10  Gill  &  J.  816.     WehHer  v. , 

6  Maine  Rep.  256.  Knox  v.  Plummer,  7  Maine  Rep.  464.  Knox 
V.  Jackson,  6  Wend.  213.  Parks  v.  Jackson,  11  Wend.  442.  Ru- 
Uee  V.  Mead,  2  Vt.  544. 

Our  courts,  in  construing  the  statute,  have  properly  held,  that 
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tbe  creditor  was  onlj  bound  to  sue  when  actual  collection,  or  some- 
thing could  be  realized  on  tbe  demand.  HaU  y.  Brewer^  15  Vt 
727.     Wheeler  et  al  v.  Brewer,  20  Vt.  113. 

Finallj,  we  insist  tbat  tbe  defendant's  creditors  were  never 
bound  to  attacb  tbis  land,  in  order  to  prevent  tbe  effect  of  tbe  stat- 
ute, tbougb  tbej  maj  have  bad  fuU  knowledge  of  all  that  appeared 
on  tbe  trial  below,  and  especiaUj  after  tbe  defendant  deeded  to 
Crane  in  1835. 

C.  Bechwith  for  defendant. 

1.  Tbe  probate  and  probate  record  of  tbe  will  of  £.  Marvin, 
was  properly  admitted  as  evidence  in  tbe  court  below.  Ioe$  v. 
AUffn,  13  Vt.  629. 

2.  Tbe  evidence  shows  tbat  the  defendant  bad  an  indisputable 
title  to  the  premises  mentioned  in  tbe  rejoinder  in  1832,  at  the 
time  tbe  cause  of  action  accrued.  His  title  remained  without  anj 
embarrassment  until  February,  1835.  Tbe  statute,  therefore,  be- 
gan to  run,  and  when  it  once  begins  to  run,  it  continues  so  to  do, 
notwithstanding  any  impediment  which  may  occur.  By  tbe  same 
rule  of  construction,  if  tbe  defendant  bad  bad  no  known  property 

^within  tbe  State  when  tbe  cause  of  action  accrued,  tbe  statute  would 
not  have  begun  to  run,  until  be  came  into  tbe  State.  Any  other 
rule  would  make  tbe  statute  of  1797  run  when  tbe  defendant  hap- 
pened to  be  within  the  State,  or  to  have  property  here,  which 
would  be  contrary  to  tbe  long  and  well  settled  construction  of  the 
court.  Statute  of  1797,  §  10,  Slade's  Ed.  p.  291.  Lowry  v. 
Keyes,  14  Vt.  66.     Wheeler  v.  Brewer,  20  Vt.  113. 

3.  Tbe  statute  of  1832  does  not  apply  to  tbis  case.  It  was  only 
intended  to  prevent  tbe  operation  of  the  statute,  when  the  defend- 
ant should  leave  tbe  State  after  tbe  cause  of  action  accrued. 

But  admitting  tbe  act  of  1832  to  apply  to  tbis  case,  it  must  re- 
ceive tbe  same  construction  as  tbe  act  of  1797.  Tbe  statute  would 
continue  to  run  if  the  defendant  bad  known  property  when  be  left 
the  State,  and  having  once  begun  to  run  would  continue  so  to  do. 

4.  Tbe  power  of  attorney  from  tbe  defendant  to  Maria  Hurd, 
was  void,  also  tbe  deed  from  Maria  Hurd  to  William  Crane.  As 
tbe  invalidity  of  these  instruments  appeared  upon  their  face,  they 
created  no  cloud  upon  tbe  defendants  title.  Simpson  v.  Lard  ffow^ 
<2m,  3  M.  &  C.  97. 
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The  jury  have  found,  that  the  owner  of  the  note  knew  that  the 
defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  premises  in  the  summer  of  1838, 
and  the  present  plaintiff  has  attached  them  upon  the  writ  in  this 
case.  If  nobody  in  interest  has  been  deceived  by  the  power  of 
attorney  and  the  deed  to  Crane,  it  would  be  singular  to  hold  that 
they  suspended  the  operation  of  the  statute  because  somebody 
might  have  been  deceived  by  them. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J.  In  regard  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  this  case 
arose  under  the  act  of  1797,  but  not  being  barred  before  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  1882,  is,  in  terms,  controlled  by  that  statute,  afler 
it  took  effect.  The  terms  of  the  statute  are,  "  against  whom  there 
*^u  or  nuxy  he  any  cause  of  action;"  thus,  ex  v%  tenmni,  including 
all  ivhs%$t%ng  cattses  of  action^  at  the  time  the  act  took  effect. 

The  construction  of  this  statute  seems  pretty  well  settled  by  the 
decisions  had  under  it,  so  far  as  this  case  is  concerned.  The  prop- 
erty, which  it  is  necessary  for  the  debtor  to  have,  so  as  to  preclude 
the  plaintiff  from  deducting  the  absence  of  the  defendant  from  the 
State,  in  computing  the  term  of  the  statute  bar,  must  be  property 
sufficient  to  satisfy  such  a  portion  of  plaintiff's  debt,  as  fairly  to 
justify  the  institution  of  legal  proceedings,  for  the  collection  of  the 
debt.  The  creditor  is  not  bound  to  sue  merely  to  keep  his  debt 
alive,  as  he  would  be  if  the  debtor  were  within  the  S'aie,  inas- 
much as  the  judgment  which  he  could  obtain,  could  only  bind  the 
property  attached,  or  within  the  jurisdiction,  unless  the  debtor  vol- 
unteered to  appear  in  the  suit.  Williams,  C.  J.,  in  HxU  v.  BeU 
lows,  15  Vt.  733,  declares,  that  the  property  must  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  whole  debt  And  it  seems  to  me  such  is  the  reasonable 
import  of  this  portion  of  the  statute  of  1832.  "  Shall  not  have 
**  known  property,  within  this  State,  which  could,  by  the  common 
^  and  ordinary  process  of  law,  be  attached,"  seems  to  imply,  that  it 
shall  be  such  property,  in  such  position,  and  to  such  extent,  as  to 
enable  the  party  to  take  it,  to  some  beneficial  purpose,  i.  e.,  to  sat- 
isfy his  debt;  for  beyond  that,  or  without  that,  it  would  afford  no 
excuse  for  the  absence  of  the  debtor  himself.  That  the  party 
could  have  secured  property  enough  to  enable  him  to  obtain  a 
judgment  at  his  own  cost,  which  he  could  not  satisfy  in  this  juris- 
diction, for  want  of  any  thing  to  levy  upon,  and  which  would  be  of 
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DO  avail  in  any  other  jurisdiction,  is  certainly  no  excuse  for  the 
absence  of  the  debtor,  and  no  sufficient  rea^n  why  the  statute  of 
limitations  should  be  suspended. 

The  case  of  Wheeler  v.  Brewery  20  Vt.  113,  seems  to  decide 
sufficiently,  that  the  defendant's  ownership  of  the  property  most 
be  so  notorious,  as  to  enable  the  creditor,  by  the  use  of  common  dil- 
igence, to  find  and  attach  it  It  must,  too,  no  doubt,  be  estate,  un- 
embarrassed, and  which  is  liable  to  be  levied  upon  for  the  satis- 
faction of  the  debt  It  is,  therefore,  questionable  how  far  the 
creditor  would  be  bound  to  regard  a  merely  equitable  title,  or  an 
incumbered  title,  to  real  or  personal  estate,  in  his  debtor. 

And  it  would  seeniy  that  this  estate  should  so  continue  daring 
the  whole  period  of  the  debtor's  absence  from  the  State,  in  order 
to  continue  the  operation  of  the  statute.     For  the  statute  seema^ 
in  terms,  to  provide  that  absence  from  the  State,   (not  having 
known  property,  which  might  be  attached,)  shaU  be  deducted  from 
the  term  of  limitation  fixed,  of  course,  when  this  property  ceases, 
or  ceases  to  prove  the  essential  requisites  implied  in  the  statute, 
the  absence  must  be  deducted.     This  very  point,  with  reference  to 
a  similar  statute,  came  under  consideration  in  the  case  of  I}ow  ▼. 
Saywardf  14  N.  H.  271,  and  it  was  there  considered,  that  the 
property  must  continue,  or  the  statute  of  limitations  would  cease 
to  run.     And  there  seems  to  us  to  be  this  distinction  between  the 
act  of  1797  and  1882,  that  in  the  former,  if  the  statute  began  to 
run,  it  continued  to  run,  while  under  the  latter,  it  seems  to  have 
been  the  purpose  of  the  statute,  to  arrest  the  operation   of  the 
statute  whenever  the  debtor  was  absent  from  the  State^  not  hav- 
ing known  property,  d&c.     In  short,  the  debtor  must  either  remain 
in  the  State,  or  leave  sufficient  known  property  here,  out  of  which 
his  debt  could  be  satisfied,  or  else  the  statute  would  not  produce  a 
bar.    This  is  certainly  far  more  just  and  reasonable  than  the 
earlier  statute  upon  the  subject     But  it  is  perhaps  not  needful  ab- 
solutely to  determine  this  point  here.  And  whether  the  pleadings  are 
in  form,  to  raise  all  these  questions  properly,  it  is  not  needful  here 
to  inquire.     It  would  seem,  that  the  case  will  have  to  go  back,  upon 
the  admission  of  the  probate  proceedings,  not  having  been  record- 
ed in  the  town  clerk's  office.     The  statute  is  express  in  requiring 
such  record,  and  this  court  in  Biarrington  v.  Gage,  6  Vt  536,  held 
such  record  indispensable  to  a  recovery,  in  ejectment     And  we 
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do  not  well  perceive  bow  anj  distinction  can  fairly  be  made,  be- 
tween the  effect  of  such  proceedings  before  recorded  in  the  town 
clerk's  office,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  other  actions,  where  the 
title  of  land  comes  in  question.  The  statute  requires  the  record 
in  the  town  clerk's  office,  as  much  as  in  the  probate  office.  How 
fkr  the  defect  may  be  now  supplied,  it  is  not  needful  to  inquire. 
Whether  the  proof  being  perfected,  the  title,  and  its  notoriety  will 
not  also  be  able  to  be  made  out,  will  hereafter  depend,  to  some 
extent,  probably,  upon  a  different  state  of  evidence. 

Having  made  these  suggestions,  to  enable  the  parties  to  present 
the  case  in  the  proper  form,  should  it  be  further  litigated,  we 
scarcely  deem  it  expedient  to  go  very  much  into  the  questions  of 
title  raised  at  the  former  triaL 

The  title  to  the  land  would  seem  to  have  been  sufficiently  in  the 
debtor,  and  this  sufficiently  known  to  the  creditor,  before  the  at- 
tempted conveyance  to  Crane.  This  conveyance  seems  to  be  ad- 
mitted, on  all  hands,  to  have  been  altogether  defective,  as  a  legal 
conveyance.  How  far  it  created  such  an  equity  in  Crane,  as  to 
bring  it  without  the  terms  of  the  statute,  may  properly  admit  of 
some  question.  There  are  so  many  other  grounds  upon  which  it 
seems  desirable  to  have  a  reconsideration  of  the  case,  that  we  have 
not  spent  much  time  upon  this. 

Judgment  reversed  and  case  remanded. 


ADDISON  COUNTY, 


January  Term,  1852. 


[Gontinned  fttnn  ante,  page  180.] 


Danibl  Nimblbt  v.  Luct  Chaffee. 

Prohaie  Court.    Appeal  from  decree  refuting  to  appoint  a  guar* 
dian,  in  case  of  aHedged  insanity.    Motion  to  dismiss. 

Where  the  friends  and  relatives  of  an  alledged  insane  person,  made  application  to 
the  probate  court  to  appoint  a  goardian  over  the  alledged  insane  penoo,  and  tiie 
probate  court  upon  hearing  the  application,  made  a  decree  refusing  to  appoint  a 
guardian ;  and  one,  who  petitioned  the  probate  court  with  others,  as  friends  and 
relatives  of  the  alledged  insane  person,  appealed  from  the  said  decree,  it  was 
held,  on  motion  to  dismiss  the  said  appeal,  that  the  friend  or  relative,  in  the  ease 
where  no  guardian  is  appointed,  and  the  guardian,  in  the  case  where  the  dads 
ion  is  that  the  ward  is  no  longer  a  proper  subject  of  guardianship,  axe  not,  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  entitled  to  an  appeal. 

Appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  refbsing  to  appoint 
a  guardian  over  an  alledged  insane  person. 

In  the  county  court  the  appellee  moved  to  dismiss  said  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  said  court  has  no  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the 
case.  The  county  court  sustained  the  motion  and  dismissed  the 
appeaL     Exceptions  by  appellant. 

Geo.  W.  Grandy  for  appellant. 

Barber  Sf  BushneH  for  appellee. 

By  the  Court.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  probate  court, 
from  a  decree  refusing  to  appoint  a  guardian  over  the  appellee,  an 
alledged  insane  person,  by  one  who  petitioned  the  probate  court, 
with  others,  as  friends  and  relatives  of  the  appellee.  The  county 
court,  on  motion,  dismissed  the  appeal.  The  question  whether  the 
case  is  appealable  on  the  part  of  such  friends  and  relatives,  is  now 
to  be  revised. 

The  statute  expressly  provides,  that  if  the  decision  is  against 
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the  alledged  insane  person,  or  when  he  shall  petition  to  be  dis- 
charged from  guardianship,  and  the  decision  shall  be  adverse  to 
his  petition,  he  shall  be  allowed  an  appeal,  ^'  but  no  bond  shall  be 
required  on  granting  such  appeal." 

It  is  claimed,  on  the  part  of  appellant,  that  this  provision  is 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  one  party  to  appeal  without 
giving  a  bond.  But  the  form  of  the  enactment  precludes  any  such 
construction.  The  chief  purpose  of  the  enactment  seems  to  be  to 
give  the  appeal  to  the  alledged  insane  person,  and  as  we  think,  by 
implication,  to  deny  it  to  the  other  party,  adding,  "  but  no  bond 
shall  be  required,"  which  is  indeed  another  important  purpose, 
but  the  form  of  the  enactment  seems  to  show  that  this  was  not  the 
prominent  idea  in  the  mind  of  the  person  drawing  the  bill,  or  in 
the  legislature  in  passing  it. 

We  thinlr,  therefore,  that  according  to  the  maxim  of  expre$no 
unttts  est  exclusto  aUertuSj  it  must  be  considered,  that  the  friend 
or  relative  in  the  one  case,  where  no  guardian  is  appointed,  and 
the  guardian  in  the  other,  where  the  decision  is  that  the  ward  is 
no  longer  a  proper  subject  of  guardianship,  shall  not  have  an 
appeal. 

And  we  think  there  is  sound  reason  in  this  distinction.  The 
friends  and  relatives  in  one  case  and  the  guardian  in  the  other, 
have  no  such  interest  as  is  ordinarily  required  to  entitle  one  to 
appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  probate  court.  They  have  no  present 
vested  pecuniary  interest,  in  creating  or  continuing  the  guardian- 
ship. And  no  interest  or  right  of  theirs  is  concluded  by  the  de- 
cree. A  new  proceeding  may  be  instituted,  at  any  time,  when  it 
is  believed  the  evidence  of  the  insanity  has  become  more  convinc- 
ing. And  the  friends,  who  deem  a  relative  insane,  when  others  do 
not,  as  is  not  seldom  the  case,  where  property  is  in  expectancy, 
should  be  satisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  probate  court,  and  or- 
dinarily will  be.  And  at  all  events,  to  allow  an  appeal  and  pro- 
tracted litigation,  at  the  caprice  of  any  one  of  the  applicants,  how- 
ever numerous,  and  of  the  guardian  also,  would  become  absolutely 
intolerable,  to  one  accused  of  insanity,  and  not  unlikely  to  produce 
such  a  state  of  mind. 

It  is  said,  the  court  ought  not  to  presume  against  the  interest 
of  the  appellant.  But  it  is  to  be  home  in  mind,  that  the  expectan- 
cy of  an  heir,  or  the  apprehension  of  being  ultimately  compeUed 
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to  mantain  a  lineal  ancestor  or  descendant,  is  no  present  vested 
interest,  which  the  law  can  recognize.  Nor  could  the  former,  at 
common  law,  be  assigned  even.  And  no  other  possible  interest  is 
even  suggested. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


G.  A.  Austin  v.  Wilson  &  Calkins. 

Indorsee  and  Indorsors,    Protest.    Non'^ayment,    Evidence  of 

demand  and  notice* 

In  an  action,  in  favor  of  the  indorsee,  on  a  promissory  note  dated  in  Kcw  York,  and 
made  payable  in  Orwell,  Vermont,  where  the  indorsee  resided,  the  maker  aad 
indorsors  all  residing  without  this  State,  the  said  note  being  protested  for  non- 
payment, at  the  Bank  of  Orwell.  It  was  held,  that^e  certificate  and  formal 
protest  of  a  deceased  notary  were  admissible  as  evidence  of  demand  aud  notice. 

It  was  also  held,  that  it  is  not  essential,  tliat  the  entire  record  of  the  notary  ahoold 
be  made  at  the  ver>'  moment  of  the  transaction,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  done  within 
a  few  days,  in  tlie  ordinary  course  of  business. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  for  $1,371,38,  brought  against 
the  defendants  as  indorsors  thereof.  Plea,  the  general  issue  and 
trial  by  the  court. 

No  question  was  made  as  to  the  signatures  of  the  parties ;  and 
it  was  admitted  that  the  defendants  were  partners  at  the  date  of 
the  note,  and  from  thence,  up  to  the  time  of  trial. 

The  plaintiff  introduced  the  note,  which  was  payable  in  "  six 
months  from  date,  at  Orwell,  Vermont  ;*'  and  also  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  protest  annexed  to  the  said  note.  The  defendants  ob- 
jected to  the  admission  of  the  protest  as  evidence,  and  also  to  the 
certificate  of  the  notary  relating  to  the  notice  to  the  defendant^ 
even  if  the  protest  should  be  admitted.  The  court  overruled  the 
objection  and  admitted  the  protest,  with  the  certificate  of  notice, 
(signed)  "  William  B.  Martin,  Notary  Public,"  as  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  demand  of  payment,  and  notice  to  the  defendants 
of  non-payment. 

It  appeared  that  said  William  B.  Martin  was,  at  the  date  of 
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said  protest,  a  notary  public  residing  in  said  Orwell,  but  had  since 
deceased.  The  plaintiff  also  offered  the  memorandum  on  the  back 
of  said  note,  which  was  in  the  words  following :  "  January  8,  1849, 
mailed  notices  to  the  indorsors  as  follows,  to  John  B«  Anger,  Agent, 
Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  and  Wilson  &  Calkins,  Ticonderoga,  N.  Y." 

(Signed)  «  W.  B.  Martin,  N.  P." 

Also  with  proof  that  it  was  the  hand  writing  of  said  Martin, 
accompanied  with  evidence  tending  to  show  that  it  was  the  custom 
of  said  Martin,  when  he  demanded  payment  of  a  note  and  notified 
the  indorsors,  to  make  such  memorandum  of  the  fact  on  the  back 
of  the  note  at  the  time,  and  to  fill  up,  in  the  course  of  a  few  days, 
the  protest  in  form,  (as  said  protest  is  filled  up,)  certifying  that  he 
had  notified  the  indorsors  in  the  body  of  the  protest,  and  that  said 
Martin  was  not  accustomed  to  make  any  other  record  of  the  fact 
of  demand  and  notice.  To  all  which  the  defendants  objected. 
The  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  admitted  the  evidence. 

The  plaintiffs  also  offered  in  evidence,  the  post-ofiice  books  of 
the  Orwell  post-ofiice,  with  the  testimony  of  the  person  who  made 
ihe  entries  therein,  and  of  the  post-master  of  Orwell,  in  January, 
1849,  whose  testimony  tended  to  prove  that  said  books  were  reg- 
ularly kept,  and  presented  a  true  account  of  the  letters  mailed  at 
the  Orwell  post-ofiice  in  January,  1849  ;  said  books  show  an  entry 
of  four  letters  mailed  for  Ticonderoga,  N.  Y.,  on  the  8th  day  of 
January,  1849,  and  that  none  were  mailed  for  said  place,  after 
that  date,  until  the  12th  of  January,  1849.  The  witness  had  no 
recollection  of  mailing  the  letters  appearing  upon  the  books.  It 
also  appeared  by  said  books,  that  there  was  one  letter  mailed  at 
said  ofiice  for  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  1849, 
and  there  was  no  entry  of  any  letter  mailed  for  said  Brooklyn, 
after  that  date  during  said  month  of  January.  The  post-master 
also  testified,  that  at  the  time  the  note  fell  due,  and  before  and 
after,  the  mail  was  carried  from  said  Orwell  to  Ticonderoga,  on 
Monduy,  Wednesday  and  Friday  of  each  week,  and  no  other  days, 
that  letters  deposited  in  said  ofiice  for  said  Ticonderoga  as  early 
as  ten  o'clock,  A.  M.  on  mail  days,  were  sent  the  same  day,  but 
if  deposited  after  that  hour,  would  go  in  the  next  mail,  accord- 
ing to  the  usage  and  custom  of  the  office  at  Orwell.  The  defend- 
ants objected  to  the  admission  of  the  post-office  books,  and  also  to 
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the  testimony  of  the  post-master  and  his  derk,  but  the  court 
overruled  tlie  objection  and  admitted  the  books  and  testimony. 

It  appeared,  that  at  the  time  the  note  fell  due,  and  for  a  long 
time  before,  and  ever  since,  the  plaintiff  resided  in  Orwell,  and 
that  the  defendants  lived  in  Ticonderoga,  N.  Y.  It  also  appeared 
that  Knowles  Taylor,  the  maker  of  the  note,  never  resided  in  Or- 
well, but  that  he  lived  in  New  York  at  the  time  the  note  fell  due, 
and  resided  there  before  and  since. 

The  signature  of  the  said  Martin  to  the  protest,  certificate  and 
memorandum  on  the  back  of  said  note  was  proved. 

The  plaintiff  also  introduced  evidence,  under  objection,  tending 
to  prove  that  the  Farmers'  Bank,  of  Orwell,  was  the  principai 
place  of  business  of  the  plaintiff,  although  he  occupied  a  dwelling- 
house  at  Orwell,  where  he  transacted  a  portion  of  his  business. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  he  kept  an  office  at  the  Bank,  or  oc- 
cupied any  apartment  for  his  private  business,  separate  from  the 
business  of  the  Bank.  The  plaintiff  also  offered  and  read  in  evi- 
dence, three  letters  from  the  defendants,  with  proof  that  they  were 
in  the  hand  writing  of  one  of  the  defendants ;  said  letters  were 
dated  on  the  26th  of  March,  and  the  7th  and  18th  of  July,  1849. 
The  plaintiff  claimed,  that  sufficient  appeared  in  sdid  letters  to 
warrant  the  presumption,  that  defendants  had  received  notice,  or 
to  operate  as  a  waiver  of  notice.  The  said  letters  admitt^  the 
liability  of  defendants  as  indorsors,  and  asked  for  indulgence  until 
they  could  collect  of  the  parties  primarily  liable,  without  question- 
ing the  regularity  of  notice.  It  also  appeared  that  plaintiff  had 
notified  defendants,  at  the  previous  term  of  the  court,  to  produce 
the  notice  of  demand  and  non-payment,  but  defendants  neglected 
to  produce  said  notice. 

The  defendants  insisted,  that  the  evidence  in  the  case  was  in- 
sufficient to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  The  court  rendered 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the  note  and  interest. 
To  nil  which  decisions  and  ruling  of  the  court,  defendants  excepted. 

(7.  D.  Kasson  for  defendants. 

H,  Hale  for  plaintiff. 

By  the  Court.    This  is  an  action  in  favor  of  the  indorsee  of 


JANUARY  TERM,  1852.   ^  •  688 

Austin  9.  Wilson  &  Calkins. 

a  promissory  note,  dated  in  New  York,  and  made  payable  to  the 
order  of  John  B.  Anger,  agent,  who  resided  at  the  time,  it  would 
8eem,  in  the  city  Of  Brooklyn,  and  indorsed  by  the  payee,  and  the 
defendants  successively.  The  note  is  made  payable  in  Orwell, 
Yermont. 

The  only  direct  evidence  of  demand  and  notice  is  the  noting  for 
non-payment  upon  the  note,  by  a  notary  public  and  his  formal  no- 
tarial protest,  made  at  Orwell,  the  notary  having  deceased  before 
the  trial.  The  note  fell  due  on  the  sixth  day  of  January,  1849, 
and  was  then  protested  for  non-payment,  at  the  Bank  of  OrweD, 
where  the  same  was  lodged  for  collection,  and  where  demand  of 
payment  was  made  by  the  notary,  the  maker  of  the  note  having 
never  resided  in  Orwell,  or  had  any  place  of  business  there,  but 
residing  and  doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  plaintiff's  principal  place  of  business  in  Orwell,  was  at  the 
Bank  of  Orwell,  although  he  kept  house  and  transacted  a  portion 
of  his  business  at  his  dwelling-house. 

Three  letters  of  the  defendants  were  read  in  evidenpce  by  the 
plaintiff,  written  after  the  note  fell  due,  in  all  of  which  the  defend- 
ants recagaize  their  liability  upon  the  notes,  as  indorsors,  withovt 
questioning  the  regularity  of  notice  to  them,  but  asking  for  indul- 
gence until  they  can  collect  the  money  of  the  parties  primarily  lia- 
ble upon  the  note. 

The  court,  on  this  evidence,  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amount  of  the  note. 

The  great  question  in  the  case,  and  indeed  the  only  question 
perhaps,  is  whether  the  doings  of  the  notary  were  properly  admit- 
ted. For  if  properly  admitted,  then  there  can  be  no  doubt,  that 
taken  in  connection  with  the  letters,  they  make  out  a  sufficient 
case.  If  not  properly  admitted,  the  case  should  be  opened,  unless 
the  letters  also  make  a  case,  by  themselves.  The  case  is  one 
lai^  in  amount,  and  every  way  important. 

Some  question  was  made  in  argument,  whether  in  this  case  the 
formal  protest  could  be  in  any  event  regarded  as  evidence,  not  be- 
ing made  at  the  very  time  of  the  transaction  of  demand  and  notice, 
as  is  probable,  from  the  usual  course  of  doing  such  business,  and 
as  was  shown  to  have  been  the  usual  custom  of  the  notary  in  this 
case.  But  there  would  seem  no  good  reason,  why  if  any  part  of 
the  doings  of  the  notary  are  to  be  shown  by  his  record  of  the  af- 
XXIV.  41 
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fiur,  we  should  not  hare  the  whole,  which  he  esteemed  the  atate- 
ment  of  what  he  had  done,  and  especiallj  the  formal  protest,  whidi 
is  the  deliberate  and  solenm  record  or  engrossing,  so  to  speak,  of 
the  whole  transaction.  And  in  this  case,  the  notary  kept  no  other 
record.  But  the  books  show,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  notaiy 
keeps  a  book  of  records  of  his  doings,  the  book  is  admifisible  after 
his  death. 

In  the  case  of  a  foreign  biU  the  notarial  protest  is  only  eridence 
of  a  demand  and  protest  for  non-payment,  at  common  law,  as  this 
is  all  which  properly  belongs  to  the  protest,  and  proof  of  notice  to 
other  parties,  is  to  be  shown  by  the  testimony  of  the  notary  or 
other  proof,  except  that  in  New  York  and  some  other  States,  the 
certificate  of  the  notary  is  made  proof  of  notice  to  the  other  par* 
ties,  by  special  statute.  3  Kent's  Com.  115.  Chit  on  Bills  (1836) 
642.  But  in  regard  to  a  promissory  note,  such  protest  is  not  evi- 
dence, ordinarily,  upon  either  point. 

But  this  evidence  is  not  dependent  upon  any  rule  of  evidence 
which  applies  to  the  case  of  a  protest,  while  the  notary  is  living. 

1.  For  in  the  case  of  a  promissory  note,  even  drawn  in  cme 
State  and  payable  in  another,  and  indorsed  by  persons  residing  in 
different  States,  it  could  scarcely  be  contended,  that  a  notarial  pro- 
test is  indispensable  in  case  of  non-acceptance  or  non-payment,  as  is 
requisite  in  the  case  of  foreign  bills.  The  contrary  has  always  been 
held  in  England  and  this  country.  Promissory  notes  even  after 
indorsement,  follow  the  law  of  inland  bills  of  exchange  in  this  re- 
spect, where  protests  are  allowed,  as  evidence  of  claiming  special 
damage  and  for  convenience  in  practice,  but  are  not  regarded  as 
indispensable  to  charge  the  indorser,  or  as  evidence,  except  for 
special  objects,  and  under  special  circumstances. 

So  that  upon  both  these  grounds,  the  notarial  protest  is  not  evi- 
dence, while  the  testimony  of  the  witness  may  be  had.  It  most 
therefore  be  referred  to  the  head  of  an  entry,  made  by  a  person 
since  deceased,  if  admissible  upon  any  grounds 

And  here  it  must  be  confessed  the  cases  seem  to  have  gone  a 
good  deal  upon  the  ground  of  the  necessity  of  each  case,  in  order 
to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice.  But  this  necessity  is  not  the  exi- 
gency of  the  particular  case,  but  of  a  class  of  cases  where  it  is  sup- 
posable  no  better  evidence  exists  of  particular  facts  essential  to  be 
shown,  in  order  that  justice  may  prevail.    For  this  purpose  the 
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mere  entries  of  private  persons,  not  sworn,  if  made  in  the  doe 
conrse  of  one's  business,  and  as  a  record  of  one's  acts,  and  bj  one 
having  no  motive  for  misrepresentation,  are  admissible.  And  al- 
though the  rule  has  been  thus  far  fenced  round,  yrith  these  supposed 
necessary  safeguards,  it  is  one  exceedingly  liable  to  relaxation,  in 
any  emergency,  affording  such  a  degree  of  stress,  as  at  first  indoe- 
ed  its  adoption. 

But  in  the  present  case,  it  seems  to  us  the  doings  of  the  notary 
were  properly  admissible  according  to  the  general  principle  deduci- 
ble  from  all  the  decided  cases  upon  this  subject. 

In  PaUershaU  v.  Tusfordy  3  B.  &  A.  890  (23  £ng.  C  L.  Rq^ 
212,)  Taunton,  J.,  thus  states  the  rule  upon  this  subject.  **A 
**  minute  in  writing,  made  at  the  time  when  the  fact  it  records  took 
^  place,  by  a  person  since  deceased,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  bis 
**  business,  corroborated  by  other  circumstances  which  render  it 
"  probable  that  that  fact  occurred,  is  admissible  in  evidence.'' 

This  is  the  general  doctrine  of  all  the  cases  upon  thb  subject 
It  is  not  essential  that  the  entire  record  should  be  made  at  the 
very  moment  of  the  transaction,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  done  within 
a  few  days,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.  It  is  not  expected 
in  such  cases,  that  positive  proof  will  exist  of  the  time  of  the  entry 
being  made.  If  it  appear  regular,  and  purports  to  contain  a  co- 
temporaneous  record  of  the  transaction,  it  will  be  entitled  to  the 
ordinary  presumption  in  its  favor. 

The  present  case  comes  fully  within  these  general  rules. 
But  in  some  cases  this  very  evidence  has  been  received  to  show 
the  dishonor  of  a  bill  or  note.  In  Poole  v.  DieaSj  1  B.  N.  Cas.  649, 
the  entry  of  a  notary's  clerk  in  the  notary's  book,  of  no  ejffeetSy  was 
held  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  the  dishonor  of  the  bill,  with  oth- 
er circumstances.  Tindall,  Ch.  J.  said, ''  We  think  it  admissible 
^  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  entry  made  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
^  action,  and  made  in  the  usual  course  and  routine  of  business,  by 
^  a  person  who  had  no  interest  to  misstate  what  had  occurred." 

In  Welsh  V.  Barrett,  15  Mass.  380,  the  entries  of  a  deceased  mes* 
senger  of  a  bank,  where  a  note  had  been  lodged  for  collection,  was 
held  evidence  to  prove  demand  and  notice.  This  is  certainly 
a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  and  it  has  been  very  generaUy 

followed  in  this  country.     HaUiday  v. ,  20  Johns.  168,  was 

an  action  upon  a  promissory  note  and  the  protest  and  register  of 
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protests  of  a  deceased  notary,  were  held  admissible  evidence  to 
prove  demand  and  notice,  such  as  was  detailed. 

The  following  cases  confirm  the  same  role.  Nichoh  t.  WtM,  8 
Wheaton  326.  Hart  v.  Wilson,  2  Wend.  518.  BuOer  t.  Wrighiy 
2  Wend.  869.  Ntchoh  v.  Goldmtth,  7  Wend.  160.  MerriU  r. 
Mica  and  0.  Railroad  Co.,  16  Wend.  587. 

In  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  1  Vol.  224  Amer.  note,  it  is  said,  citing 
from  the  New  York  cases,  2  HiU  587.  4  Hill  129,  <<  It  is  now 
considered  a  settled  rule,  that  entries  and  memoranda  made  in  the 
due  course  of  business,  bj  notaries,  clerks  and  other  persons,  may 
be  received  in  evidence  after  the  death  of  the  person  who  made 
them." 

We  think  the  demand  was  all  that  could  be  required  in  the 
present  case,  under  the  circumstances,  and  incline  to  think  this 
is  a  case  where  no  formal  demand  was  necessary.  There  was  cer- 
tainly no  difficulty  in  the  maker  finding  the  note,  as  the  residence 
of  the  holder  was  well  known  and  the  note  was  in  fact  at  the 
very  place  where  it  would  have  been  most  likely  to  be  looked 
for.  And  the  maker  having  no  domicil,  or  place  of  business  at 
or  near  the  place  of  payment,  any  demand  would  be  vain  and  use- 
less. And  under  such  circumstances,  ordinarily,  no  demand  is  re- 
quired, but  the  excuse  must  be  stated  in  such  case,  or  the  party 
may  cause  demand  to  be  made  at  the  most  public  banking  house, 
as  was  done  here. 

The  defendants'  letters,  too,  afford  the  most  satisfactory  con- 
formation of  the  regularity  of  the  doings  of  the  notary,  and  might, 
within  the  principle  of  the  decided  cases,  be  resorted  to,  if  needful 
to  make  out  a  case,  by  themselves. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Note.  Of  a  somewhat  similar  character  to  this  kind  of  evidence,  are  deelara- 
tlons  tfi  txtremii^  the  testimony  of  a  deceased  witness  at  a  former  trial,  and  memo- 
randums made  bv  the  witness  in  order  to  enable  him  to  retain  an  accorate  knowl 
edge  of  a  transaction,  in  regard  to  all  which,  very  essential  relaxations  have  from 
time  to  time  taken  place  in  order  to  conform  to  reason  and  good  sense  and  the  just 
moral  weight  of  evidence.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  m  a  moral  pdnt  of  yww^ 
And  by  that,  we  mean  of  course,  its  effect  in  convincing  the  understanding  and  the 
heart,  the  testimony  in  this  case  was  far  more  satisfactory  than  that  of  any  single 
witness  upon  the  stand. 


RUTLAND  COUNTY, 
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[Ck>ntinaed  finom  ante,  page  289.] 


Hall  ic  Parker  v.  Caleb  Hall. 

Book  Account    Plea  in  off$et.    Review. 

In  an  actkni  of  book  account,  brought  orig^aUy  to  the  conntj  court,  where  the  de- 
fendant flies  a  matter  in  offset,  in  assumpsit,  or  other  contract,  not  on  book,  ex- 
ceeding one  hundred  dollars,  neither  party  is  entitled  to  a  reyiew  of  the  iaaM 
upon  the  plea  in  oflbet 

Book  Account.  Judgment  to  accouDt  was  rendered  in  tlie 
oonnty  court,  and  an  auditor  was  appointed,  who  reported  a  bal- 
ance due  from  defendant  to  plaintiffs  of  $26.82,  to  balance  book 
aoooants  between  them. 

Before  judgment  upon  the  report,  defendant  filed  his  plea  in  off- 
set^— issue  joined,  on  said  plea,  trial  had,  issue  found  for  plain- 
tiA  on  said  plea.  Defendant  moved  for  leave  to  enter  a  review 
cm  said  plea  in  offset,  which  motion  was  overruled  bj  the  countj 
ooart     Exceptions  bj  defendant. 

&  H,  Hodgee  for  defendant. 
B.  EdgerUm  for  plaintiffs. 

Bt  the  Court.  The  onlj  question  in  the  present  case  is, 
whether  in  an  action  of  book  account,  brought  originally  to  the 
county  court,  where  the  defendant  files  a  matter  in  offset,  in  as- 
rampsit,  or  other  contract,  not  on  book,  exceeding  one  hundred 
dollars,  either  party  is  entitled  to  a  review  of  the  issue  upon  the 
plea  in  offset 

The  Comp.  Stat  221,  §  17,  provides,  "^  In  all  civil  causes,  tried 
**  before  the  county  court,  either  party  may  review."  This  has 
always  been  held  to  be  the  cause  and  not  some  separate  issue, 
some  adjunct,  or  incident,  of  the  cause.    That  is  the  ground  upon 
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which  the  review  is  denied  in  a  declaration  for  betterments.     Gag9 
▼.  Ladd,  6  Vt,  174. 

Upon  this  ground,  we  think  no  review' can  be  allovred  on  the 
ground  of  a  plea  in  offset  merely,  except  when  the  statute  pro- 
vides for  it,  i.  e.  where  the  cause  is  appealed  from  a  jastace,  which 
is  not  this  cause. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider,  whether  the  judgment  to  account 
is  reviewable  or  not.  If  it  is,  that  will  afford  an  additional  reason 
why  it  should  not  also  be  reviewable  upon  the  plea  in  offset,  as 
the  right  is  only  given  to  the  party  to  review  the  cause,  and  the 
plea  in  offset  clearly  is  not  the  cause. 

But  it  has  certainly  been  generally  considered,  that  an  actioa 
«pon  book  is  not  reviewable  at  all,  as  the  judgment  to  accoont  is 
merely  interlocutory,  and  not  perfected,  until  the  report  of  the 
auditor  is  accepted  and  judgment  rendered  upon  it.  And  it  was 
never  supposed  that  the  case  was  reviewable  after  that.  *  Possibly 
if  the  verdict  is  for  the  defendant,  there  might  be  an  equity  in 
allowing  a  review,  but  history  affords  no  record  of  any  such  ver- 
dict ever  having  been  given  in  an  action  of  book  account  in  mod- 
em days. 

And  if  we  regard  the  action  as  being  one  of  those  peculiar  pio- 
oeedings  like  the  process  against  trustees,  or  some  others,  where 
no  review  is  given,  then  we  do  not  think  the  legislature  having 
given  the  right  to  plead  in  offset,  will  also  give  a  right  to  review 
the  trial  upon  such  plea.  We  could  not  do  this  without  extending 
the  statute,  allowing  reviews,  in  one  case  to  another  similar  case, 
clearly  not  comprehended  within  the  fair  import  of  its  terms. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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William  Lincoln,  Administrator,  v.  The  Rutland  and 

Burlington  Railroad  Co.  and  the  Heirs  op  William 
Lincoln. 

[hr  Chaucsbt.] 
Interpleader,     Demurrer, 

There  should,  to  justify-  a  bill  of  interpleader,  be  either  some  specific  chattel,  or 
some  definite  sum  of  money,  to  which  difierent  parties  in  the  same  right,  or  in 
priority  of  estate,  make  claim,  and  the  person  bring:ing  the  bill,  should  be  a  mere 
stake  holder,  having  no  interest  in  the  matter;  so  that  when  the  court  decree  an 
interpleader,  the  plaintiff  can  step  out  of  the  case  altogether. 

And  where  an  administrator,  who  was  also  an  heir  to  the  estate,  brought  a  bill  hi 
chancery,  setting  forth,  among  other  things,  that  the  commissioners  allowed  a 
claim  against  the  estate,  in  favor  of  the  Rutland  and  Burlington  Railroad  Com- 
pany, for  $1,000,  being  for  ten  shares  of  corporation  stock,  and  that  orator  at  the 
time  did  not  deem  it  his  duty  to  appeal,  and  the  time  of  appeal  expired,  and 
since  that.  Said  Railroad  Company  have  commenced  a  suit  upon  the  administra 
tor*s  bond,  to  recover  this  allowance,  and  that  the  heirs  insisted  the  $1,000  should 
be  distributed,  and  that  the  allowance  was  made  by  fraud,  and  that  legal  pro- 
ceedings would  be  obtained  for  that  purpose,  &c.  And  that  plaintifi'  is  ready  to 
pay  it  to  whomsoever  is  entitled.  And  praying  that  the  parties  may  inter- 
plead and  orator  may  be  allowed  to  deposit  the  $1,000  in  court,  tp  be  disposed  of 
as  the  judgment  of  tiie  court  may  direct.  And  also  praying  for  an  injunction. 
Upon  general  demurrer,  it  was  held,  that  the  facts  aUedged  will  not  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  relief,  nor  will  the  facts  lay  the  ground  of  an  independent  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity,  for  a  bill  of  interpleader. 

Appeal  from  the  court  of  chancery.  The  orator  alledges  in 
hiB  hill,  that  the  orator's  father  deceased  in  1846,  and  orator  he- 
came  administrator,  and  on  the  5th  day  of  Ootoher,  1846,  gave 
honds  in  the  sum  of  $20,000  for  faithful  administration,  with 
sureties. 

Commissioners  appointed,  and  they,  on  the  26th  day  of  June, 
1847,  made  report,  and  among  other  claims  one  of  $1,000  in  favor 
of  defendants,  being  for  ten  shares  of  said  corporation  stock.  And 
at  the  time  orator  did  not  deem  it  to  be  his  duty  to  appeal,  and 
the  time  of  appeal*  expired,  and  since  that  the  defendants  hiXVe 
commenced  a  suit  upon  the  bond,  to  recover  this  allowance.  And 
said  action  is  entered  in  the  county  court  by  defendants. 

Bill  also  sets  forth,  the  number  of  heirs  and  the  representatives 
of  such  as  have  deceased.    The  heirs  insisted  the  $1,000  should 
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be  distributed,  and  that  the  allowance  was  made  bj  fraud,  and 
that  legal  proceedings  would  be  obtmned  for  that  purpose.  And 
that  thej  did,  on  the  8th  of  January,  1848,  petition  to  be  allowed 
an  appeal  from  the  allowance, —  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  accident, 
or  mistake,  and  that  is  still  pending,  that  the  heirs  still  persist  in 
their  claim  and  the  defendants  in  theirs,  and  that  orator  is  readj 
to  paj  it  to  whomsoever  is  entitled. 

Prays  the  parties  may  interplead,  and  the  orator  may  be  allow- 
ed to  deposit  it  in  court  to  be  disposed  of  as  the  judgment  of  the 
court  may  direct.     Praying,  also,  an  injunction. 
The  defendants  filed  a  general  demurrer  to  the  bilL 
The  chancellor  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  decreed  that  tlie 
bill  be  dismissed,  from  which  decree  orator  appealed. 

£,  Edgerton  for  complainant. 

Foot  Sf  Hodge$  for  defendants. 

Bt  the  Court.  The  only  question  made  in  this  case,  is, 
whether  the  facts  alledged  in  the  bill  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
relief.  It  seems  to  be  no  proper  case  for  a  bill  of  interpleader,  or 
in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  interpleader. 

There  should,  to  justify  such  a  bill,  be  either  some  specific  chat- 
tels, or  some  definite  sum  of  money,  to  which  different  parties  in 
the  same  right,  or  in  priority  of  estate,  make  claim,  and  the  person 
bringing  the  bill  should  be  a  mere  stake  holder,  having  no  interest 
in  the  matter,  so  that  when  the  court  decree  an  interpleader,  the 
plaintiff  can  step  out  of  the  case  altogether.  But  that  is  not  the 
ease  here.  No  specific  sum  of  money, -or  chattels,  are  claimed  by 
different  parties.  And  the  plaintiff  is  a  necessary  party  to  the 
litigation,  having  the  same  interest  with  any  of  the  others,  on  the 
part  of  the  estate. 

In  bills  of  interpleader,  it  is  requisite,  too,  that  the  party  should 
otherwise  be  in  danger  of  paying  the  money,  or  the  value  of  the 
chattel,  more  than  once ;  in  other  words,  that  there  should  be  no 
such  privity  between  the  plaintiff  and  either  of  the  other  parties, 
as  to  make  a  judgment  conclude  the  right  of  such  party.  For  if 
•o,  an  interpleader  is  unnecessary.  But  in  the  present  case,  the 
plaintiff  so  represents  the  estate,  in  a  legal  point  of  view,  that  the 
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judgment  in  favor  of  the  Railroad  Company,  and  the  decree  of  the 
probate  court,  requiring  payment  of  that  among  the  other  debts, 
will  conclude  all  the  heirs.  There  is  no  more  necessity  of  an  in- 
terpleader in  this  case,  than  in  every  case  when  a  suit  is  brought 
against  an  administrator,  or  executor,  or  guardian,  or  any  other 
trustee,  which  affects  the  ultimate  interest  of  cestui  que  truML 

And  in  the  present  case,  if  the  matter  were  still  pending  before 
the  commissioners,  no  man  would  ever  think  of  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader being  necessary.  All  would  say,  at  once,  let  the  heirs 
appeal,  as  they  have  a  right  to  do,  if  dissatisfied  with  the  decision 
of  the  commissioners.  And  the  fact  that  they  did  not  appeal,  can 
make  no  difference  in  principle,  certainly  it  will  not  lay  the  ground 
of  an  independent  jurisdiction  in  equity  for  a  bill  of  interpleader. 
If  the  party  were  still  entitled  to  an  appeal,  upon  the  ground  that 
he  had  failed  to  take  it,  by  fraud,  accident,  or  mistake,  he  might 
safely  calculate  he  would  obtain  it  upon  his  petition,  then  pending. 
And  if  not  entitled  to  it  upon  that  ground,  he  had  lost  it  through 
his  own  voluntary  fault,  et  lex  suppeditet  vigilantihui^  non  dormi" 
eniibui. 

The  real  object  of  this  bill,  then,  must  have  been  to  get  rid  of 
the  effect  of  the  allowance  before  the  commissioners.  But  the  bill 
contains  no  facts  or  allegations,  which,  in  any  view  of  the  case, 
will  justify  the  interference  of  the  court  of  chancery  with  that  al« 
lowance.  So  that,  it  cannot  be  maintained  upon  tluil  ground 
merely.  And  it  would  scarcely  be  contended  that  a  bill  in  equity 
is  allowable,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  obtaining  delay  of  the  suit, 
upon  the  administrator's  bond. 

Decree  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Henrt  Simonds  v.  Strong,  Chambeklaik  Sc  Co. 

Copartners f —  their  UahiUty. 

A  ptrtner,  who  was  known  to  be  a  member  of  the  finn,  upon  retiring  from  the  fimi, 
most  publish  notice  of  such  retirement,  in  some  newspaper  where  BdvertiseiiieBAi 
are  inserted,  and  pablislied  in  the  place  where  the  business  is  done,  in  order  to 
shield  hhnself  firom  liability  for  the  fhtnre  debts  of  the  firm,  to  those,  eren,  wiOi 
whom  they  had  had  no  previous  dealings. 

And  as  to  those  with  whom  the  firm  have  had  dealings,  actual  notice  is  reqniilte. 
PreiUm  y.  Smdair,  6  Vt  149. 

AsstTKPSiT  on  a  promissory  note  for  $467,  dated  at  Rutland,  od 
the  15th  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1850,  and  made  payable  in  three 
months  from  date  at  the  bank  of  Rutland,  and  subscribed  witii 
the  partnership  name  of  Strong,  Chamberlain  ic  Co. 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  case,  the  defendants  proved  that  they  had 
entered  into  a  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  performing  work  on 
the  Rutland  and  Burlington  Railroad,  some  time  in  1847 ;  that 
James  Worrall,  who  had  been  actively  engaged  in  the  business  of 
said  company  at  Ludlow,  in  the  county  of  Windsor,  on  the  dd  daj 
of  August,  1848,  executed  and  delivered  a  release  to  the  other 
members  of  said  company,  of  the  following  tenor: — 

^  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  James  Worrall,  of 
**  Ludlow,  one  of  the  partners  of  the  firm  of  Strong,  Chamberlain 
^  Sc  Co.,  in  consideration  of  one  dollar,  received  to  my  full  sads- 
^  faction  of  Timothy  F.  Strong,  John  Bradley,  Selah  Chamberlain, 
^Joseph  Chamberlain,  Stephen  C.  Walker,  and  Greorge  W.  Strongs 
^^  hereby  release,  relinquish,  and  quit-claim  unto  Timothy  F.  Strong^ 
^  John  Bradley,  Selah  Chamberlain,  Joseph  Chamberlain,  Stephen 
^^  C.  Walker,  and  George  W.  Strong,  all  my  right  and  interest  as 
^  one  of  the  partners  in  the  firm  of  Strong,  Chamberlain  Sc  Co^ 
^^  in  all  the  contracts  and  claim  of  said  company  for  work  on  the 
^  Rutland  and  Burlington  Railroad,  as  well  for  the  work  done,  as 
^for  the  work  to  be  done,  by  said  company.'' 

It  appeared,  that  immediately  af\er  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  this  release  by  said  WorraU,  that  he  ceased  to  manage  the  bii> 
siness  of  said  company,  and  left  the  State.  It  also  appeared,  that 
the  said  writ  was  served  only  on  the  said  Greorge  W.  Strong,  Tim- 
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othj  F.  Strong,  aod  John  Bradley,  and  that  the  other  defendants 
liad  no  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  said  suit 

It  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  ever  had  any  preyioas 
dealings  with  the  defendants,  except  those  counted  upon  in  this 
action.  It  was  admitted  that  defendants  were  partners  from  some 
time  in  1847,  down  to  the  time  said  Worrall  executed  his  release, 
on  the  3d  of  August,  1848,  under  the  name  and  firm  of  Strong, 
Chamberlain  &  Co.,  and  no  question  was  made  on  the  trial  as  to 
the  liability  of  all  the  defendants  upon  the  note,  except  what  arose 
from  the  execution  of  said  release  by  WorraU  and  his  leaving  the 
business,  as  before  stated.  The  business  was  continued  under  the 
same  partnersHip  name.  There  was  no  eyidence  tending  to  show 
that  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  had  given  any  notice  by  publi- 
cation or  otherwise,  that  Worrall  had  parted  with  his  interest  in 
the  firm,  or  that  the  partnership  had  been  dissolved ;  and  it  was 
treated  by  the  defendants  as  a  conceded  point  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  recover  the  amount  due  upon  the  note,  provided  Worrall 
ocmtinued  to  be  liable  as  a  partner  after  the  3d  of  August,  1848. 

The  county  court  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
the  amount  of  said  note  against  all  the  defendants.  Exceptions 
by  defendants. 

E.  L,  Ormshy  for  defendants. 

Foot  Sf  Hodge$  for  plaintiff. 

Bt  the  Coubt.  It  seems  to  be  perfectly  well  settled,  both  in 
England  and  this  country,  that  a  retiring  partner,  who  was  known 
to  be  a  member  of  the  firm,  must  publish  notice  of  such  retire- 
ment, in  some  newspaper  where  advertisements  are  inserted,  and 
IHiblished  in  the  place  where  the  business  is  done,  in  order  to 
shield  himself  from  liability  for  the  future  debts  of  the  firm,  to 
those  even  with  whom  they  had  had  no  previous  dealings.  Godfrey 
▼.  TumbuU,  I  Esp.  371.  Weighton  v.  Puller,  1  Stark.  375.  2  Chitty 
121.  Leoion  v.  B6U,  1  Stark.  186.  Laming  v.  Ten  Eyeky  2 
Johns.  300.  Gravee  v.  Merry,  6  Cowen  701.  Bristol  v.  Sprayue^ 
8  Wend.  423. 

And  as  to  those  with  whom  the  firm  have  had  dealings,  actual 
notice  is  requisite.    PrenHa  v.  Sindairf  5  Vt.  149. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


MATTERS  OF  PRACTICE. 


CHITTENDEN    COUNTY, 


December  Term,  1852. 


John  Howard  and  others  v,  Colchester,  Gborqia, 

AND  Milton. 

Practiee. 

Upon  a  petition  for  a  road,  the  first  committee  appointed  made  examiDatkm  ind 
were  nearly  ready  to  report,  when  one  of  the  number  died.  It  thus  became 
necessary  to  have  some  one  appointed  in  liis  place,  and  a  new  examinatioD. 
Under  these  circmnstances,  U  was  heUj  that  this  increased  expense  was  necessa 
rily  incurred,  in  executing  the  commission,  and  must  be  regarded  as  taxable 
costs  in  the  suit,  as  much  as  any  other  portion  of  the  expense. 

This  was  a  petition  for  a  road.  The  first  committee  appointed, 
made  examination  and  were  nearly  ready  to  report,  when  one  of 
the  number  died.  It  thus  became  necessary  to  have  someone  ap- 
pointed in  his  place,  and  a  new  examination,  and  the  costs  were 
thereby  increased  very  considerably.  It  was  objected,  that  this 
increased  expense  should  not  be  taxed  against  the  towns,  where 
the  road  was  laid. 

Bt  the  Court.  This  increased  expense  was  necessarily  in- 
curred, in  executing  the  commission.  It  must  be  borne  by  some 
one.  It  could  not  be  expected  it  should  fall  upon  the  petitioners, 
or  conmiissioners,  as  it  accrued  without  their  fault.  It  is,  there- 
fore, costs  in  the  suit,  in  the  ordinary  sense,  and  we  see  no  reason 
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whj  it  should  not  be  regarded  as  taxable  costs,  as  mach  as  any 
other  portion  of  the  expense.  It  was  surelj  such  when  it  was  in- 
curredy  and  its  character  could  scarcely  be  changed  by  such  a 
providential  event  The  case  of  WiUard  v.  Harhecky  Z  Denio  260, 
seems  altogether  in  point.  That  was  a  case,  where  one  of  the 
referees  was  sick,  and  the  party  prevailing  was  allowed  to  tax 
costs  for  coming  prepared  for  trial,  before  the  referees,  when  the 
hearing  was  adjourned,  by  reason  of  the  sickness  of  the  referee. 


Wires  &  Peck  v.  John  M.  Farr. 

PracHce. 

Upon  the  question,  how  far  it  was  competent  for  this  coort,  in  a  case  standing  upon 
pleadings  and  demurrers,  to  revise  any  decision  of  the  county  court,  except  upon 
the  very  point  upon  which  the  case  was  made  to  turn  in  that  court,  U  was  Jbetf, 
that  if  the  judgment  is  found  erroneous,  and  reversed,  it  then  is  the  settled  prac 
tice  of  this  court  to  look  into  all  the  issues  standing  upon  the  record,  and  render 
such  a  judgment,  as  the  county  court  should  have  rendered. 

Ix  the  argument  of  this  case,  a  question  was  made,  how  far  it 
was  competent  for  this  court,  in  a  case  standing  upon  pleadings 
and  demurrers,  to  revise  any  decision  of  the  county  court,  except 
the  very  point  upon  which  the  case  was  made  to  turn  in  that  court. 

Bt  the  Court.  If  the  judgment  below  is  affirmed,  it  will 
become  unnecessary  to  look  into  any  other  question  determined 
there,  except  the  very  one  upon  which  the  case  was  ended.  But 
if  that  judgment  is  found  erroneous,  and  is  reversed,  it  then  is  the 
settled  practice  of  this  court  to  look  into  all  the  issues  standing 
upon  the  record,  and  render  such  a  judgment,  as  the  county  court 
should  have  rendered.  The  party  against  whom  the  case  is  de- 
termined below,  excepts  to  the  judgment,  and  not  to  the  successive 
steps  by  which  the  court  came  to  that  result.  So,  too,  the  other 
party  might  have  had  many  of  the  preliminary  questions  decided 
against  him,  but  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  take  exceptions  to  these 
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preliminary  qaestions,  inasmuch  as  the  ultimate  judgment  on  the 
record  is  in  his  favor.  A  contrary  course  would  sound  not  unlike 
an  exception  to  the  reasons  for  the  judgment,  when  the  judgment 
itself  was  in  one's  favor.  No  rule  of  practice,  in  this  court,  is 
better,  or  has  been  longer  regarded  as  settled.  Numerous  re- 
ported cases  might  be  cited,  where  the  principle  has  been  more  or 
less  distinctly  recognized.    Porter  v.  Smithf  20  Vt.  844. 


JUDAH  T.  AiNSWORTH  V.  JoSEPH   E.   PrEKTISS   AND   OTHERS. 

Pr<tcHce, 

Upon  the  question,  how  far  it  was  necessary,  in  this  court,  for  either  party  to  state 
objections  to  testimony,  in  the  course  of  the  reading,  Uwukdd,  to  be  the  prae 
tice  of  this  court  to  hear  all  the  testimony  read,  in  hearing  appeals  from  chan- 
cery, which  was  read  in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  then  to  hear  the  parties  on 
all  questions  arising  on  the  merits,  and  on  all  formal  exceptions  property  taken 
in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  which  appear  on  the  papers. 

In  the  course  of  reading  the  papers,  in  this  case,  a  question  was 
stated  to  the  court,  how  far  it  was  necessary,  in  this  court,  for 
either  party  to  state  objections  to  testimony,  in  the  course  of  the 
reading. 

By  the  Court.  It  is  sufficient,  where  exceptions  to  testimony 
are  minuted  by  the  master,  at  the  time  of  taking,  according  to  the 
rules  in  the  court  of  chancery,  to  entitle  the  party  to  insist  upon 
the  same  at  the  final  hearing,  without  any  formal  renewal  of  the 
exception,  unless  something  transpires,  at  the  hearing  in  the  court 
of  chancery,  which  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  waiver  of  such  excep- 
tion, either  express  or  implied.  It  is  the  practice  of  this  court  to 
hear  ail  the  testimony  read,  in  hearing  appeals  from  chancery, 
which  was  read  in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  then  to  hear  the 
parties  on  all  questions  arising  on  the  merits,  and  on  all  formal 
exceptions  properly  taken  in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  which  ap- 
pear on  the  papers. 
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Prcujttce. 

The  party  who  merely  refers  to  caseSf  in  his  opening  argument,  without  reading,  is 
understood  to  acquiesce  in  such  authorities  not  being  read;  and  unless  they  are 
read  by  the  opposite  side,  he  is  not  strictly  entitled  to  take  them  up  again. 

In  the  argument  of  this  case,  the  counsel,  in  the  closing  argu- 
ment, offered  to  read  authorities,  which  had  been  referred  to,  but 
not  read,  in  the  opening  argument. 

Bt  the  Court.  It  is  not  considered  regular  to  read  authori- 
ties in  the  closing  argument,  unless  it  be  to  explain  those  read 
upon  the  opposite  side.  The  party  who  merely  refers  to  cases  in 
his  opening  argument,  without  reading,  is  understood  to  acquiesce 
in  such  authorities  not  being  read ;  and  unless  they  are  read  by 
the  opposite  side,  he  is  not  strictly  entitled  to  take  them  up  again. 
A  contrary  practice  must  tend  to  give  the  excepting  party  an  un- 
equal advantage  in  the  argument,  or  lead  to  a  double  reply. 


Artemas  Allen  v.  Lucretia  Rice. 

Practice, 

This  court  is  but  a  court  for  the  correction  of  errors  in  probate  cases,  the  same  as 
in  all  other  cases,  and  could  not,  with  any  propriety,  exercise  a  discretion  in  re- 
gard to  allowing  costs,  upon  trials  had  in  the  county  court 

And  to  bring  any  such  questions  before  the  supreme  court,  the  matter  must  be  de- 
cided by  the  county  court,  and  their  decision,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  it 
is  made,  stated  upon  the  record,  with  the'  objections  of  the  party;  and  if  any 
question  of  law  is  thus  raised,  it  may  probably  be  revised  by  the  supreme  court. 

In  this  case  the  verdict  in  the  county  court  was  for  plainti£f,  and 
the  defendant  claimed  review,  which  was  allowed  and  exceptions 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  now  the  parties  wished  to  have  judgment  en- 
tered up,  upon  the  verdict,  which  the  court  allowed,  and  ordered 


648  MATTERS  OP  PRACTICE- 

Allen  V.  Rice. 

the  amouDt  certified  to  the  probate  court    A  question  was  made 
in  regard  to  allowing  costs. 

Bt  the  Court.  In  regard  to  costs,  in  appeals  from  oommis- 
sioners,  and  the  probate  court,  it  is  discretionary,  by  statute,  with 
the  court.  But  that  is  to  be  understood,  as  the  court  where  the 
case  is  tried.  This  court  has  now  no  appellate  jurisdiction  in  pro- 
bate matters.  The  county  court  now  has  that  jurisdiction  in  all 
cases,  and  has  long  had  it,  on  appeals,  from  commissioners.  This 
court  is  but  a  court  for  the  correction  of  errors,  in  probate  cases, 
the  same  as  in  all  other  cases,  and  could  not,  with  any  convenience, 
or  propriety,  exercise  a  discretion  in  regard  to  allowing  costs  upon 
trials  had  in  the  county  court. 

If  it  is  desired  to  bring  any  such  questions  before  thia  court, 
the  proper  course  is  to  have  the  matter  decided  by  the  county 
court,  and  their  decision,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  it  is  made, 
stated  upon  the  record,  with  the  objections  of  the  party.  If  any 
question  of  law  is  thus  raised,  it  may  probably  be  revised  here. 
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Susan  Manchester  v.  Marcena  MANCHESTEft* 

Practice. 

In  the  case  of  a  petition  for  divorce,  the  testimony  of  neither  part^  is  admissible 
on  the  main  issue. 

Kor  is  the  wife  a  competent  witness,  tinder  the  act  of  1662)  for  or  against  heir  hti»>> 
band,  in  any  civil  soit  or  proceeding* 

Bt  THE  Court,  Redfield,  Ch.  J.  This  is  a  petttion  for  di« 
Torce.  On  the  part  of  the  libellant,  her  deposition  is  offered  as 
evidence  on  the  main  issue,  and  we  are  informed  that  of  the  libel- 
lee  has  been  taken,  and  is  ready  to  be  offered^  This  testimony  is 
relied  upon,  as  having  been  made  admissible  by  the  statute  of  this 
State,  passed  at  the  last  session. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are,  '^  No  person  shall  be  disqualified 
as  a  witness  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding  at  law,  or  in  equity,  by 
reason  of  his  interest  in  the  event  of  the  same,  as  a  party  or  oth- 
erwise." 

This  provision  is  broad  enough  no  doubt,  to  include  a  proceed- 
ing of  this  character,  "  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  in  law  or  equi- 
ty," is  as  broad,  as  could  weU  be  imagined.  And  if  the  statute* 
provided,  in  terms,  that  all  parties  should  be  witnesses,  no  doubt 
both  parties  to  this  proceeding  would  be  thereby  rendered  compe- 
tent. But  the  statute  is  not  so  broad  as  that.  It  only  provides- 
that  no  one  shall  be  disqualified,  as  a  witness,  by  reason  of  inter-- 
est  or  being  a  party.  Those  disqualifications  are  removei^,.  but  no  • 
others,  by  this  act. 

It  is  now  urged)  that  the  husband  and  wife  are  incompetent  to- 
testify  for,  or  against  each  other,  upon  the  ground  of  the  intimate- 
and  confidential  relation  subsisting  between  them,  and  the  ill  con- 
sequences likely  to  follow  such  a  rule  of  admission.  For  if  they 
can  festify  for  each  other,  they  must,  on  cross  examination,  be  al- 
lowed to  answer  questions,  tending  to  elicit  testimony  against  each 
other,  and  the  converse  of  the  rule  will  follow,  that  they  may  tes- 
tify against  each  other,  and  this  must  very  essentially  tend  to  de- 
stroy that  confidence  and  harmony  between  them,  which  is  so  es- 
sential to  the  quiet  and  happy  subsistence  of  the  relation.  This 
id  substantially  the  reason  of  the  exclusion  urged.  And  it  must 
xxiv.  42 
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be  allowed  that  such  a  rale,  with  more  or  less  of  qualification,  has 
been  upheld  and  practiced  upon,  both  at  common  law  and  in  the 
American  States.  And  the  exclusion  has  been  extended  even  to 
testimony  offered  bj  one  party,  after  the  divorce  of  the  other,  but 
to  that  extent,  the  rule  is  questioned. 

We  think  there  is  no  class  of  cases  to  which  this  rule  of  policj 
applies  with  more  force,  than  to  these  proceedings  for  divorces. 
It  seems  to  us,  too,  that  it  must  be  regarded  as  questionable  wheth- 
er it  will  be  held  allowable  under  this  statute,  for  the  husband  or 
his  antagonist  to  call  their  own  and  each  other's  wives.  Such  a 
result  is  certainly  very  much  to  be  deprecated,  and  we  think  is 
neither  expressly  or  impliedly  justified  by  the  act. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  this  testimony,  and  that  of  the  hus- 
band is  inadmissible,  in  this  case.  We  make  no  account  of  a 
counter  decision  made  upon  this  point  at  Rutland,  without  a  mo- 
ment's consideration. 

The  case  of  Barhat  v.  Allan,  10  £ng.  Law  and  Equity  Rep. 
596,  shows  that  the  court  of  Exchequer  have  made  a  similar  de- 
cision in  regard  to  their  statute,  which  is  not  unlike  our  own,  and 
upon  grounds  which  favor  the  construction  we  have  adopted. 


Administrators  of  Gardner  G.  Smith,  and  others  v.  The 
Administrators  op  Jona.  Wainwright. 

Practice, 


Where  there  was  an  appeal,  under  the  statute  of  1862,  from  a  decree  of  the  chan* 
cellor  dlssolvhig  an  injunction,  and  the  plaintiffs  objected,  that  the  notice,  beinf 
merely  from  the  counsel,  and  not  from  any  order  of  the  court,  was  insufficient* 
it  was  held,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient 

The  act  of  1852  provides,  that  the  appeal  *'  shall  be  heard,  on  the  application  of 
**  either  party,  at  the  next  session  of  said  court  sitting  in  any  county  in  the  State, 
**  either  in  regular  or  circuit  session.'*  J/eZt/, — ^this,  in  terms,  contemplates  the 
next  session  after  the  appeal,  if  there  is  time  to  give  notice  in  season  for  the 
hearing  at  that  term,  and  if  not,  at  the  next  session,  at  which  such  notice  can  be 
given. 
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And  when  a  case  is  brought  into  such  term,  it  properly  belongs  to  the  docket  of 
that  county,  and  must  be  disposed  of,  the  same  as  the  other  business  of  the  term, 
at  the  regular  term,  if  the  time  is  sufficient,  and  if  not,  at  the  circuit  session  for 
that  circuit 

The  same  case  is  reported  in  this  volume,  page  97,  and  on  page 
98  read. 

B.  H,  SmaUey^  A.  0,  Aldis,  and  J.  S^  J.  G.  Smith  for  orators. 
Barber  ^  Bushnell  and  A.  Peck  for  defendants. 

By  the  Court,  Redfield,  C.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from 
the  court  of  chancery  in  the  county  of  Franklin,  from  an  order 
dissolving  an  injunction  temporarily  restraining  the  defendants 
from  collecting  certain  notes,  to  the  amount  of  $10,000,  and  more. . 
The  principal  case  was  before  this  court,  on  appeal,  on  the  last 
circuit,  and  decided  at  our  circuit  session,  in  Chittenden  county,  in 
June  last.  The  general  object  of  the  bill  is  to  obtain  a  set-off 
against  the  notes  enjoined,  of  damages  claimed  for  the  breach  of  a 
bond,  under  penalty  of  $10,000,  for  the  exclusive  trade  and  good 
will  of  a  certain  district  of  country. 

We  decided  a  large  portion  of  the  case,  and  indeed  the  whole 
case,  as  it  then  stood,  against  the  orators,  but  ordered  the  case  re- 
tained in  the  court  of  chancery,  to  await  the  determination  of  a 
suit,  at  law,  upon  the  bond,  to  enable  that  court,  in  the  event  of  the 
plaintiffs'  recovering  in  the  suit,  at  law,  and  a  refusal  of  the  party 
defendants  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  or  to  apply  it  upon 
these  notes,  to  grant  such  relief  as  should  be  equitable  upon  a 
supplemental  bill. 

The  great  and  leading  point  to  be  established,  as  the  basis  of 
all  proceedings  in  the  court  of  chancery,  is  a  recovery  in  the  suit 
at  law.  We  do  not  learn  that  any  proceedings  have  been  taken 
in  that  case.  But  one  term  has  intervened,  and  perhaps  it  could 
not  have  been  brought  to  an  issue,  so  early  as  this.  The  chancel- 
lor having  dissolved  the  injunction  upon  the  defendants'  notes,  an 
appeal  was  taken  to  this  court,  under  the  statute  of  last  session, 
which  appeal  the  defendants  bring  into  this  term,  for  trial. 

1.  The  plaintiffs  object,  that  the  notice,  being  merely  from  the 
counsel,  and  not  from  any  order  of  the  coui*t,  is  insufficient.     Bui 
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we  think  it  was  sufficient  It  is  much  like  a  motion  for  an  in- 
junction, or  to  dissolve  one  before  the  court  of  chancery,  and  therei 
a  notice  from  the  partj,  or  counsel,  is  alwajs  sufficient. 

2.  We  are  urged  to  continue  the  hearing  of  this  appeal,  into 
some  other  countj,  on  the  ground  that  the  principal  counsel  are, 
at  this  time,  engaged  in  attendance  upon  another  court. 

We  should  alwajs  be  exceedingly  rejoiced  to  accommodate,  in 
regard  to  all  such  matters.  But  the  statute  gives  a  very  extraor- 
dinary power  to  the  parties,  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  a  chan- 
cellor into  this  court,  ^'  upon  the  granting,  dissolving,  or  refaaing 
*^  to  dissolve,  any  temporary  injunction."  And  this  appeal,  for  the 
time,  as  it  seems  to  us,  suspends  all  proceedings  in  the  court  of 
chancery,  upon  the  case.  It  seemed  necessary,  therefore,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  speedy  determination  of  the  appeal.  To  this  end  it  is 
provided,  that  the  appeal  ^  shall  be  heard,  on  the  application  of 
*** either  party,  at  the  next  session  of  said  court,  sitting  in  any  county 
"  in  the  State,  either  in  regular  or  circuit  session." 

We  think  this,  in  terms,  contemplates  the  next  session  afler  the 
appeal,  if  there  is  time  to  give  notice,  in  season  for  the  hearing,  at 
that  term,  and  if  not,  at  the  next  session,  at  which  such  notice  can 
be  given.  It  would  be  very  inconvenient  to  the  court,  and  the 
parties,  to  have  these  appeals  traveling  over  the  State,  with  this 
court.  And  as  the  words  of  the  statute  naturally  lead  to  no  such 
result,  we  are  not  inclined  to  adopt  it,  upon  argument  and  con- 
struction. 

We  took  the  same  view  of  this  subject,  in  a  case,  at  Middlebury, 
a  few  days  since.  We  then  held,  that  if  neither  party  moved  in 
the  case,  afler  the  appeal  was  taken,  it  would  regularly  go  into  the 
supreme  court,  in  the  county  where  the  suit  was  pending.  If 
either  party  wished  to  expedite  the  hearing,  they  must  bring  it 
into  the  "  next  term  of  this  court,  sitting  in  any  county  in  the  State," 
in  the  words  of  the  statute. 

And  when  brought  into  such  term,  it  was  a  case  properly  be- 
longing to  the  docket  of  that  county,  and  must  be  then  disposed  of, 
the  same  as  the  other  business  of  the  term,  at  the  regular  term,  if 
the  time  was  sufficient,  and  if  not,  at  the  circuit  session,  for  that 
cifcuit.  We  have  seen  no  cause,  either  in  the  argument  of  the 
plaititifiTs,  furnished  us  in  writing,  or  from  further  examination  of 
the  statute,  to  change  this  determination.     The  case,  then,  being 
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properly  here,  must  be  disposed  of  at  this  term,  or  go  into  the  circuit 
session,  or  be  continued  to  the  next  regular  term ;  having  adopted 
a  general  rule  not  to  allow  cases  to  go  into  the  circuit  session,  for 
trial,  unless  for  want  of  time  to  hear  them  at  the  regular  term,  if 
this  motion  for  delaj  were  to  prevail,  it  should  regularly  go  to  the 
next  stated  term.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  reasons  are  alto- 
gether inadequate  to  justify  any  delay.  The  subject  is  not  one  of 
much  complexity,  and  by  means  of  the  published  opinion  of  this 
court  upon  the  case,  the  necessity  of  continuing  an  indefinite  in- 
junction upon  these  notes  to  so  large  an  amount,  could  be  very 
readily  appreciated,  by  counsel  not  previously  instructed  in  the 
case.  And  we  think  the  party  might  have  been  prepared  to  hear 
the  appeal,  at  this  time,  by  that  extraordinary  diligence  which, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  it  seems  to  us,  it  was  his  duty  to  use. 
We  have,  therefore,  felt  it  our  duty  to  determine  the  appeal,  upon 
such  knowledge  as  we  can  get  of  the  case,  which  we  think  suffi- 
cient to  justify  us  in  saying,  that  the  only  modification  of  the  order 
of  the  chancellor,  which  we  deem  it  needful  to  make,  is,  that 
the  defendants  shall  file  in  the  court  of  chancery,  in  Franklin 
county,  for  the  benefit  of  the  orators,  a  bond,  with  sureties  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  clerk  of  that  county,  in  the  sum  of  $12,000, 
conditioned  to  pay  any  sum  which  shall  be  decreed  the  orators  in 
this  case. 

The  mandate  of  this  court,  is:  That  the  decree  of  the  chancel- 
lor, from  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  be  so  far  modified,  as  to  require 
the  defendants  to  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  chancery,  in 
the  county  of  Franklin,  a  bond,  with  sureties  to  the  satisfaction  of 
said  clerk,  in  the  penal  sum  of  12,000,  conditioned  to  pay  to  the 
orators  any  sum  which  shall  be  decreed  them  in  this  case,  before 
such  dissolution  of  the  injunction  shaU  become  operative,  and  in 
other  respects  that  said  decree  be  affirmed.  The  costs  of  this  ap- 
peal to  be  taxed,  by  the  chancellor,  in  the  principal  case,  as  he 
deems  equitable,  and  the  case  is  remanded  to  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, from  which  it  came,  to  be  there  proceeded  with. 


•>. 


WINDSOR  COUNTY, 


March  Term,  1853. 


Oramel  Hutchinson  v.  Horace  Onion. 

Practice, 

A  motion  to  recommit  the  report  of  an  auditor,  will  not  be  entertained  by  the 
supreme  court,  when  the  case  stands  upon  exceptions. 

This  was  an  action  of  book  account,  which  came  into  this  oourt 
upon  exceptions  to  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  for  the  de- 
fendant. In  this  court,  the  plaintiff  moved  to  have  the  case  re- 
oommitted  to  the  auditor  for  further  hearing  and  additional  repoirt, 
founded  upon  the  alledged  new  discoTery  of  evidence  of  a  ma- 
terial and  decisive  character. 

By  the  Court.  We  have  not,  for  many  years,  entertained 
motions  to  recommit  the  report  of  auditors,  in  this  court,  when  the 
cases  stand  upon  exceptions.  The  exceptions  are  regarded  as  only 
bringing  up  the  questions  of  law  decided  in  the  court  below. 
If  any  cause  for  a  new  trial  has  transpired  since  the  trial,  the 
benefit  of  which  the  party  desires,  it  should  be  brought  up  on  pe- 
tition. 


ORANGE   COUNTY, 


March  Term,  1853. 


Daniel  Tarbel,  Jr.  v.  The  White  River  Bank,  and  others. 

Practice, 

The  rale  of  trial,  on  an  appeal  firom  the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  dissolving  an  in 
junction,  is  the  same  as  in  other  appeals,  and  the  parties  must  be  confined  to  the 
evidence  nsed  before  the  chancellor. 

The  party  making  the  motion,  is  to  go  forward  in  the  aignment 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  dissolv- 
ing an  injunction.  The  parties  had  filed  additional  testimonj,  bj 
way  of  affidavits,  in  this  court.  A  question  was  made  whether 
it  could  be  read. 

Bt  the  Court.  The  rule  of  trial  on  this  class  of  appeals, 
from  chancery,  must  be  the  same  as  it  is  in  other  appeals.  The 
parties  must  be  confined  to  the  evidence  used  before  the  chancel- 
lor. All  that  was  read  before  the  chancellor  wiU  be  read  here, 
and  all  exceptions  to  the  competency  of  the  evijdence,  which  was 
taken  and  noted  in  due  time,  will  be  heard,  if  desired,  in  the  final 
argument  in  this  court. 

A  question  being  made,  as  to  which  party  went  forward  in  the 
argument,  the  court  said  it  was  the  party  moving  in  the  court  of 
chancery ;  upon  the  question  of  dissolving  an  injunction,  it  is  the 
party  making  the  motion. 


WASHINGTON   COUNTY, 


April  Term,  1853. 


Newell  Kinsman  v.  Georoe  W.  Paior. 

Practice, 

X  case,  broBght  into  the  supreme  court,  standing  npon  issues  of  law,  on  demurrer, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  being  reversed,  and  repleader  awarded, 
should  be  retained,  until  by  the  new  pleadings,  some  issue  of  fact  is  joined, 
whereby  it  becomes  important  to  remand  the  case  to  the  county  court. 

The  reversal  of  a  judgment  of  the  county  court,  only  opens  such  issues  as  were  af- 
fected by  the  errors,  for  which  the  judgment  is  reversed. 

A  question  was  made  Whether  this  case  was  properlj  in  this 
oourt,  it  having  been  brought  into  this  court,  standing  upon  issues 
of  law,  on  demurrer,  and  the  judgment  of  the  countj  court  being 
reversed,  and  a  repleader  awarded  on  terms,  which  had  never  re- 
sulted in  anj  issue  of  fact  But,  nevertheless,  it  had  been  carried 
«down  to  the  county  court,  and  all  the  issues  disposed  of,  unless  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment  opened  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact, 
upon  which  there  were  no  exceptions. 

Bt  the  Court.  Strictly  speaking,  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
the  case  should  be  retained  here  until,  by  the  new  pleadings,  some 
issue  of  fact  is  joined,  whereby  it  becomes  important  to  remand 
the  case  to  the  county  court  But  if  before  any  such  issue  of  fact 
is  joined,  the  case  should,  by  mistake,  be  ordered  to  the  county 
<court,  and  there  proceeded  with,  but  before  all  the  issues  of  law  were 
•decided,  it  should  by  that  court  be  sent  here  again,  we  should  proba- 
bly retain  it,  inasmuch  as  strictly  it  should  never  have  been  taken 
<out  of  this  court     We  should  be  unwilling  to  embarrass  the  ulti- 


MATTERS  OF  PRACTICE.  657 

Kinsman  v,  Paige. 

mate  disposition  of  a  case,  bj  any  irregularitj  of  this  kind.  But  in 
the  present  case,  the  only  irregularity  complained  of,  in  the  county 
court,  seems  to  be,  that  they  did  not  try  again  the  issue  of  fact 
closed  upon  the  record,  before  the  case  went  first  into  this  court, 
and  which  was  then  tried  and  disposed  of,  in  a  manner  not  object- 
ed to  at  the  time,  and  which,  it  is  claimed,  is  now  open  to  be  tried 
again,  by  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  the  county  court.  We 
think  the  reversal  of  that  judgment  will  have  no  such  effect.  The 
reversal  of  a  judgment  of  the  county  court,  only  opens  such  issues 
as  were  affected  by  the  errors,  for  which  the  judgment  is  reversed* 


ESSEX  COUNTY, 


Mat  Term,  1853. 


Elam  Walteb  v.  Hatnes  W.  Belding  and  others. 

Practice, 

Where  there  were  apparently  two  perfect  records  of  the  proceediogB  of  a  town 
meethig,  it  was  held,  that  jMirof  evidence  must  of  necessity  be  resorted  to,  to  de 
termine  which  is  the  legitimate  record. 

And  where  the  books  of  record  of  the  town,  are  wrongfully  held  by  a  person  daim 
ing  to  be  the  town  clerk,  the  writ  of  numdamut  is  the  proper  remedy;   and  the 
same  may  with  propriety  be  supplicated  by  the  legal  town  cleric  himself;  bat  tf 
done  by  the  town  agent,  in  behalf  of  the  town,  is  no  such  fatal  irregularity,  as 
to  defeat  the  proceedings. 

This  was  a  petition,  in  the  name  of  the  town  agent  of  East 
Haven,  alledging  that  the  defendant  and  certain  others,  had  usurped 
the  t0¥m  offices,  and  having  made  a  partition  of  them  among  them- 
selves, were  then  exercising  them  without  law  or  right,  prBjiog 
for  a  writ  of  quo  warranto,  or  mandamus,  or  other  appropriate 
remedy. 

The  court,  in  vocation,  granted  a  rale,  to  show  cause,  which  be- 
ing served  upon  the  defendants  reasonable  time  before  the  term,  a 
hearing  was  had  upon  the  evidence.  The  facts  substantially  were, 
that  the  annual  town  meeting  was  warned  on  the  8th  of  March, 
1852,  and  afler  the  town  assembled,  and  chose  moderator,  the  de- 
fendant Belding  and  his  friends  moved  an  adjournment,  which  was 
debated  some  time,  and  a  good  deal  of  controversy  had  upon  the 
state  of  the  vote,  but  it  was  finally  declared,  by  the  moderator,  no 
vote,  and  this  was  known  to  all  concerned.  Some  few  withdrew, 
declaring  that  the  meeting  was  adjourned ;  but  most  of  the  ob- 
jectors remained  in  and  about  the  meeting,  and  some  took  a  part 
in  it  Horace  B.  Root,  the  former  derk,  was  present,  and  after 
the  meeting  had  elected  a  clerk  for  the  ensumg  year,  (Horace  I«. 
Walter,)  he  gave  up  the  books  to  him,  and  he  made  a  record  of  the 
proceedings  on  the  8th  of  March. 
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The  officers  were  elected  throughout,  and  the  meeting  ad- 
journed. 

When  the  daj  to  which  defendants  claimed  the  meeting  was  ad« 
joumed,  came,  a  meeting  was  held,  at  which  defendant  Belding 
was  elected  clerk,  and  others  to  fill  the  other  offices.  Belding  sued 
out  a  writ  of  replevin,  and  obtained  the  possession  of  the  town 
books,  and  other  fixtures  of  the  town  clerk's  office.  The  book, 
when  produced  in  court,  contained  an  entry,  certified  bj  the  former 
derk,  of  the  adjournment,  as  claimed  bj  Belding,  and  a  record  of 
the  proceedings  at  the  adjourned  meeting,  at  which  he  was  elected 
derk,  made  by  himself,  as  clerk.  All  this,  including  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  former  clerk  of  the  adjournment,  seemed  to  have  been 
made  afler  Belding  obtained  the  possession  of  the  books. 

By  the  Court,  Redfield,  J.  We  think  the  meeting  was 
not  properly  adjourned  on  the  8th  of  March,  consequently  Horace 
L.  Walter  is  the  legal  town  clerk  of  East  Haven,  and  it  is  proper 
the  town  books  should  be  speedily  restored  to  his  custody,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  make  legal  records  affecting  the  title 
of  lands,  as  well  as  for  other  purposes.  The  form  of  the  proceed- 
ing is  not  probably  such,  as  would  commend  itself  altogether  to  an 
English  Attorney  Greneral,  as  an  information  for  a  writ  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  quo  warranto.  But  as  a  mere  rule  to  show  cause  why 
some  appropriate  remedy  should  not  issue,*  is  perhaps  well  enough. 
There  being  apparently  two  perfect  records,  parol  evidence  must 
of  necessity  be  resorted  to,  to  determine  which  is  the  legitimate 
record. 

The  writ  of  mandamus  seems  to  us  the  proper  remedy  in  the 
case.  It  might,  with  perfect  propriety,  have  been  supplicated  by 
the  town  clerk,  Walter,  himself.  But  being  done  by  the  town 
agent,  in  behalf  of  the  town,  is  no  such  fatal  irregularity  as  to  de- 
feat the  proceeding. 

The  hearing  being  had  upon  the  rule  to  show  cause,  as  is  com- 
mon, the  writ  of  mandamus  wiU  issue  in  the  peremptory  form,  in 
the  first  instance,  and  as  this  settles  the  rights  of  all  concerned, 
the  case  is  only  retained  to  know  whether  it  shaU  become  needful 
to  take  any  further  steps  to  enforce  the  writ 

Peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  to  issue. 


CIRCUIT    COURT 

OF  THE 

UNITED   STATES, 

FOR   THE 

DISTRICT  OF  VERMONT, 

MAT  TERM,  1858. 


AZABIAH  BOODT  AND  AnDBEW   B.    StONE  V.  RUTI«AKI>    AMD 

Burlington  Railroad  Co. 
Contr€Kt,    Performance.    Paymentj  ^c. 

Where  the  plftintifis  contracted  with  the  defendants,  hi  writing,  to  bnild  certihi 
bridges  on  defendants*  rood,  at  a  certain  snm  per  foot,  to  be  paid  ODo-fomth  !■ 
cash,  and  three-fourths  in  stoclc  of  the  road  at  par  value,  and  the  contract  was 
entirely  silent  as  to  the  time  or  place  of  payment,  it  teas  hdd^  that  looking  to  that 
alone,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  call  for  payment,  either  of  the  ca»h  or  stock,  vntfl 
a  complete  performance  of  the  contract  on  their  part,  or  at  any  rate  before  or  any 
oftener  than  a  bridge  was  fully  complete;  nor  could  they  then  sue  and  reeorer 
for  the  stock  without  proof  of  a  special  request  and  a  refusal  to  deliver  it.  For 
if  no  time  be  fixed  in  the  contract,  or  by  other  agreement  of  the  partlea,  either 
express  or  implied,  for  the  domg  of  the  thing,  a  request  is  essential  to  the 
of  action. 


The  defendants  after  the  conmiencement  of  the  suit  mortgaged  their  road  to 
the  payment  of  debts  due  from  them  to  third  persons ;  U  wa*  held,  that  the  aet  of 
mortgaging  the  road  would  not  work  or  amount  to  a  disability  to  peiibnn  the 
contract,  or  make  the  defendants  liable  to  pay  money  in  lieu  of  stock. 

Where  it  appeared,  that  the  defendants  were  in  the  custom  of  making  ukoaHMj 
payments  to  their  contractors,  for  work  done  on  their  road,  upon  estimatea  made 
by  the  engineer  at  the  end  of  each  month,  and  that  usage  or  custom  haying  bean 
adopted  with  the  plaintifis,  U  was  heid,  that  this  must  be  considered  the  mle  of 
payment  under  the  contract,  established  by  mutual  consent,  and  binding  upon 
the  parties. 
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After  the  making  of  the  original  contract,  the  plaintiffs  proposed  to  put  in  iron 
bearings  instead  of  wood,  for  so  much  per  foot  of  the  bridges,  varying  like  the 
prices  in  the  original  contract,  according  to  the  different  spans  of  the  bridges, 
"  in  addition,**  as  they  say,  *^  to  the  former  proposal,"  thus  leaving  the  mode  of 
payment  unchanged,  held^  that  it  might  well  be  inferred  that  the  mode  of  paying 
for  the  iron  bearings  was  to  be  the  same  as  that  provided  for  building  the  bridges. 

The  nature  and  facto  of  this  case,  as  well  as  the  pointo  present- 
ed and  determined  in  it,  will  fully  appear  from  the  opinion  deliv- 
ered by  the  court. 

J.  D,  Bradley  and for  plaintiff. 

C,  Linsley  and  D.  A.  SmaUey  for  defendanto. 

Prentiss,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  account  to  recover  the  bal- 
ance of  book  acoounto  between  the  parties  ;  a  form  of  action  given 
by  statute  of  this  State  for  such  purpose,  and  long  in  use  here. 
After  judgment  to  account  was  confessed  by  the  defendanto,  and 
duly  entered  up,  the  action,  by  agreement  of  the  parties  and  order 
of  court  founded  thereon,  was  submitted  to  the  determination  of 
referees.  The  referees  have  made  and  returned  into  court,  a  re- 
port, awarding  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of  $13,699,19,  as  being  due 
to  them  from  the  defendanto,  to  balance  the  accounto  between 
them,  and  stating  specially  the  facto  and  grounds  upon  which  the 
award  was  made.  Both  parties  have  filed  exceptions  to  the  re- 
port, objecting  to  certain  aUowances  made  by  the  referees,  and  in- 
sisting that  the  report  should  be  modi^ed  and  corrected  in  those 
particulars,  and  judgment  be  rendered  upon  it  accordingly. 

The  dealings  between  the  parties,  forming  the  subject  of  the  ac- 
tion, originated  in  the  undertaking  of  the  plaintiffs  to  build  for  the 
defendanto,  and  in  their  actually  building  for  them,  all  the  Rail- 
road bridges  in  the  Rutland  and  Bellows  Falls  divisions  of  their 
road.  The  original  contract,  consisting  simply  of  a  written  prop- 
osition, made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  a  letter,  in  August,  1847,  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  defendanto  in  the  same  month,  is  very  short  and 
somewhat  meagre,  embracing  but  few  details  or  particulars.  Af- 
ter stating  the  general  plan  or  model  of  the  bridges,  it  merely  reg- 
ulates the  rate  and  mode  of  compensation,  without  specifying  the 
time  or  place  of  payment ;  that  is,  it  only  gives  the  prices  of  con- 
structing the  bridges  per  foot,  varying  according  to  their  different 


662  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  THE  U.  S.,  1853. 

Boody  et  ftL  v.  Rut  and  Burl.  Bailroad  Co. 

spans,  to  be  paid  one-fourth  in  cash,  and  three-fourths  in  stock  of 
the  road  at  par  value. 

For  the  unpaid  balance  due,  and  payable  under  the  contract  in 
cash,  according  to  the  stipulated  prices,  including  the  work  conce- 
ded to  be  extra,  which  was  of  course  payable  in  money,  it  is  not 
denied  by  the  defendants  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover. 
The  only  questions  presented  by  their  exceptions  are, — have  the 
plaintiffs  a  right,  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  report,  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  stock  agreed  to  be  paid  ?  and  if  so,  should  the  rule  of 
estimate  be  its  value  in  February,  1850,  as  allowed  by  the  referees, 
which  was  sixty  per  cent,  of  its  par  value,  or  its  value  at  the  time 
of  commencing  the  action,  which  was  only  fifly  per  cent.  ? 

The  written  contract,  as  we  have  already  seen,  is  entirely  silent 
as  to  the  time  or  place  of  payment ;  and  looking  to  that  alone,  the 
plaintiff^d  could  not  call  for  payment,  either  of  the  cash  or  stock, 
until  a  complete  performance  of  the  contract  on  their  part,  or  at 
any  rate  before  or  any  oftener  than  a  bridge  was  fully  completed, 
nor  could  they  then  sue  and  recover  for  the  stock  without  proof 
of  a  special  request  and  a  refusal  to  deliver  it.  It  is  an  undenia- 
ble rule  of  law,  that  where  the  promise  is,  to  do  a  collateral  thing 
on  request,  the  request  is  parcel  of  the  contract,  and  no  right  of 
action  arises,  until  a  request  be  made.  So,  if  no  time  be  fixed  in 
the  contract,  or  by  other  agreement  of  the  parties,  either  express  or 
implied,  for  the  doing  of  the  thing,  a  request  is  essential  to  the 
cause  of  action.  Here,  no  direct,  formal  request  having  been 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  stock,  the  question  is,  whether  on 
the  facts  found  and  stated  by  the  referees,  a  time  was  fixed  for  the 
payment  of  the  stock,  so  as  to  make  a  special  demand  or  request 
unnecessary,  or  whether  the  facts  otherwise  supersede  or  dispense 
with  the  necessity  of  such  demand  or  request. 

If  the  fact  of  the  defendants  having,  since  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  mortgaged  their  road  to  secure  the  payment  of  debts 
due  from  them  to  third  persons,  and  thereby  put  it  out  of  their 
power- to  give  the  plaintiffs  stock  unincumbered,  could  be  consid- 
ered as  disabling  the  defendants  to  perform  their  contract,  it  would, 
no  doubt,  render  a  request  of  the  stock  unnecessary,  and  a  recov- 
ery could  be  had  for  it  here,  since  the  law  allows  a  recoveiy,  in 
this  form  of  action,  for  items  of  account  accruing  or  becoming  due 
after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  as  well  as  for  those  which 
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had  accrued  or  become  due  before.  But  we  think  the  act  of 
mortgaging  the  road  would  not  work  or  amount  to  a  disability  to 
perform  the  contract.  The  debts  were  really  as  much  a  charge 
upon  the  road,  or  incumbrance  upon  the  stock,  before,  as  afier  the 
mortgage.  The  mortgage,  it  is  true,  might  have  the  effect  to 
depreciate  the  stock  in  the  market,  and  render  it  less  valuable  to 
the  holder ;  but  every  purchaser  of,  or  contractor  for  stock,  knows 
that  he  must  take  and  hold  it  subject  to  aU  charges  incident  to  the 
completion  and  use  of  the  road,  and  the  accomplishment  of  other 
legitimate  objects  of  the  corporation.  We  cannot,  therefore  say, 
that  by  the  act  of  mortgaging  the  road  for  the  purpose  mentioned, 
the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  pay  stock,  was  converted  into  an  ob- 
ligation or  liability  to  pay  money  in  lieu  of  the  stock.  The  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  for  the  stock,  if  any  such  right  exists, 
must  then  rest  upon  the  other  facts  reported  in  the  case. 

The  time  of  payment,  there  being  no  stipulation  in  the  written 
contract  on  the  subject,  may  unquestionably  be  inferred  from  oth- 
er evidence,  such  as  the  usage  of  the  company  in  paying  their 
contractors,  the  acts  of  the  parties,  or  the  course  adopted  and  pur- 
sued by  them  under  the  contract.  Such  evidence  does  not  con- 
tradict any  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  but  is  mere  suppletory 
matter,  showing  the  understanding  and  intention  of  the  parties,  or 
rather  the  practical  construction  put  by  them  upon  the  contract. 
Now,  it  is  expressly  stated  in  the  report,  that  it  was  the  custom 
of  the  defendants  to  make  monthly  payments  to  their  contractors 
for  work  done  on  their  road,  upon  estimates  made  by  the  engineer, 
at  the  end  of  each  month,  and  that  this  practice  was  adopted  with 
the  plaintiffs.  It  thus  appearing  to  have  been  the  usage  of  the 
company  to  pay  monthly  on  the  estimates,  and  that  usage  having 
been  adopted  in  reference  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  referees  might  well 
consider  it  as  the  rule  of  payment  under  the  contract,  established 
by  mutual  consent,  and  binding  upon  the  parties. 

The  report  says  nothing  as  to  the  place  of  payment.  If  the 
place,  as  well  as  the  time  of  payment,  had  been  fixed,  it  would  be 
sufficient  for  the  defendants  to  show  that  they  were  ready  at  the 
time  and  place  to  make  payment.  But  if  no  place  was  fixed,  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  defendants,  at  or  within  the  time,  to  ten- 
der or  offer  the  stock  to  the  plaintiffs.  If  the  payments  were  not 
made  monthly,  in  full,  by  reason  of  the  estimates  not  being  made 
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in  full,  as  appears  to  have  been  the  case,  the  fault  would  seem  to 
be  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  estimates  being  made  bj  an 
officer  in  their  employment,  and  acting  under  their  controL  It 
was  owing  to  the  estimates  not  being  made  in  full,  as  is  stated  to 
have  often  happened  in  practice,  that  there  was  so  large  an  un- 
paid balance  due  the  plaintiffs  in  cash  and  stock,  on  the  completion 
of  their  contract,  in  December,  1849.  After  that,  I  suppose  no 
estimates  were  necessary.  The  plaintiffs  soon  called  for  money 
on  account  of  the  contract,  but  the  defendants  declined  paying  any, 
until  there  had  been  an  examination  of  the  accounts.  For  the 
purpose  of  such  examination,  and  with  the  view  of  making  a  final 
adjustment  of  the  plaintiffs*  claims,  the  parties  met,  in  February 
following ;  but  no  settlement  was  effected,  as  they  could  not  agree 
on  the  amount  due,  or  on  the  mode  of  payment  of  some  of  the 
items  in  the  account :  the  plaintiffs  claiming  that  the  extra  work 
and  iron  bearings  should  be  paid  for  wholly  in  cash,  and  the  de- 
fendants claiming  that  aU  extra  work  connected  with  the  bridges, 
and  also  the  iron  bearings,  should  be  paid  for  in  stock  and  cash,  as 
under  the  contract,  and  refusing  to  settle  upon  any  other  terms. 
On  these  and  the  other  facts  stated,  the  defendants  having  made 
no  tender  or  offer  of  stock ;  the  referees  found  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  stock;  and  having  so 
found,  we  are  not  disposed,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
admitting  the  point  not  to  be  entirely  free  from  doubt,  to  disturb 
the  award  on  that  account.  It  follows,  of  course,  if  the  plaintiffs 
had  a  right  of  action  at  law,  in  February,  1850,  to  recover  for  the 
stock,  it  should  be  estimated,  as  it  was,  according  to  its  value  at 
that  time. 

The  other  question  in  the  case,  arises  out  of  the  exceptions  filed 
by  the  plaintiffs,  and  relates  to  their  claim  for  the  iron  bearings. 
The  question  is,  whether  this  claim  falls  within  the  terms  of  the 
original  contract,  to  be  paid  in  the  manner  therein  stipulated,  one- 
fourth  in  cash  and  three-fourths  in  stock,  or  whether  it  should  be 
treated  as  in  the  nature  of  a  claim  for  extra  work,  to  be  paid,  of 
course,  wholly  in  cash.  The  referees  considered  it  as  subject,  in 
that  respect,  to  the  terms  of  the  original  contract,  and  have  allow- 
ed the  claim,  and  stated  the  account,  according  to  the  mode  of  pay- 
ment therein  prescribed ;  and  we  think  they  were  justified  in  so 
doing. 
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Where  tbe  parties  deviate  from  the  onginal  plan  agreed  npoD, 
and  the  terms  of  the  original  contract  do  not  appear  to  be  appli- 
cable to  the  new  work,  it  being  bejond  what  was  originally  con- 
templated by  the  parties,  it  is  undoubtedly  to  be  regarded  and 
treated  as  work  wholly  extra,  out  of  the  scope  of  the  contract,  and 
may  be  recovered  for  as  such.     But  it  is  otherwise,  if  the  original 
terms  be  not  inapplicable,  and  there  be  evidence  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
new  work  should  be  subject  to  those  terms.     Here,  the  original 
agreement  contains  particular  stipulations  as  to  the  mode  of  pay- 
ment for  building  the  bridges,  and  the  subsequent  agreement,  un- 
der which  iron  bearings  were  substituted  for  the  wood  bearings, 
contemplated  in  the  original  plan,  is  wholly  silent  as  to  the  manner 
of  paying  the  additional  expense  they  would  occasion.     From  thai 
circumstance,  taken  in  connection  with  the  expressions  employed 
in  the  latter  agreement,  it  might  well  be  inferred  that  the  mode  of 
paying  for  the  iron  bearings  was  to  be  the  same  as  that  provided 
for  building  the  bridges.     The  plaintiffs  propose  to  put  in  iron 
bearings  instead  of  wood,  for  so  much  per  foot  of  the  bridges,  va- 
rying, like  the  prices  in  the  original  contract,  according  to  the  dif- 
ferent spans  of  the  bridges,  "  in  addition,"  as  they  say,  *'  to  the 
^  former  proposal,"  thus  referring  to  the  onginal  contract.    The 
intention  and  effect  of  the  second  agreement,  would  seem  to  be 
simply  to  vary  the  original  plan  so  far  as  to  substitute  iron  bear- 
ings for  wood,  and  to  make  a  corresponding  alteration  of  the  orig- 
inal stipulated  prices,  by  adding  thereto  so  much  per  foot  as  would 
cover  the  additional  cost,  leaving  the  mode  of  payment  unchanged. 
It  was  not  intended  as  a  separate  independent  contract,  but  merely 
as  supplemental  or  additional  to  the  other ;  and  no  doubt,  in  plead- 
ing, a  declaration  stating  the  original  contract,  and  the  agreement 
altering  its  terms  in  the  particulars  mentioned,  would  be  good  in 
lU. 

Such  being  the  views  we  take  of  the  points  raised  in  the  case, 
the  consequence  is,  that  the  exceptions  of  both  parties  must  be  over- 
ruled,  and  judgment  be  rendered  on  the  report  for  the  sum  award- 
ed to  the  plaintiffs,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  filing 
the  report. 

xxiv.  43 
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EZEKIEL   BtAM   and    OTHERS  V.  EzBA   B.   El>DT. 

[At  Chambers,  January  15th,  18&8.] 

Infringement  of  Patent.    Motion  for  attachment  far  eoniempif  in 

violating  an  injunction. 

Where  a  person  held  a  patent  for  an  improyement  in  making  friction  matches,  tiw 
invention  being  only  a  new  combination  of  old  materials  before  in  use,  eooiist' 
ing  in  a  composition  formed  of  phosphorus,  with  the  earthy  nuiterial  and  tfas 
glutinous  substance  only,  without  the  presence  of  chlorate  of  potash,  or  of  any 
other  like  objectionable  ingredient;  it  was  held,  that  any  person  may  use  any 
one  or  all  the  materials  forming  the  composition,  in  making  matches,  pforided 
he  does  not  use  them  in  the  combination  patented,  or  that  any  one  may  lawftilly 
use  them  for  such  purpose,  in  combination  with  chlorate  of  potash,  aa  they  were 
formerly  used. 

But  a  mere  colorable  difference  or  slight  variation  of  the  combination,  would  not 
exempt  a  person  from  the  charge  of  infringement 

The  defendant,  upon  tiie  service  of  an  injunction,  having  executed  a  bond  to  fiie 
plaintifis,  acknowledging  the  validity  of  the  patent,  and  the  plaintiflb'  right  to 
all  that  is  granted  by  it.  Hdd^  that  it  is  no  evidence  of  a  breach  of  the  iiijiiii&- 
tion,  ftirther  than  the  recital  in  it,  that  the  defendant  had  infringed  the  patent 
may  have  a  tendency  to  establish  such  breach ;  and  that  the  inference  or  pn* 
sumption  arising  from  it  may  be  overcome  by  credible  and  positive  testimony. 

An  injunction  having  been  granted  pursuant  to  the  bill  filed 
against  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  afterwards  appeared  in  court, 
and  moved  for  an  attachment  against  him  for  a  breach  of  the  injune^ 
tion.  An  order  to  show  cause  against  the  motion  was  thereupon 
issued  and  served  upon  the  defendant ;  and  his  affidavit  in  answer 
thereto  being  filed,  the  matter  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  affidavits 
and  exhibits.  The  facts,  with  the  questions  presented,  will  appear 
from  the  opinion  delivered  bj  the  court. 

D.  A.  SmaUey  and  J.  A.  Prentiss  for  plaintiffs. 

L.  Underwood  and  B.  Rixford  for  defendant. 

Prentiss,  J.  This  is  a  motion  for  an  attachment  against  the 
defendant,  for  contempt  in  violating  the  injunction  granted  against 
him,  September  22d,  and  served  upon  him,  September  2dd.     The 
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injunctioD,  which  it  is  proper  to  observe  was  granted  yirtually 
without  any  hearing  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  though  upon 
notice  and  appearance,  refers  to  the  bill,  and  by  the  terms  of  ref- 
erence was  intended  to  be  co-extensive  with  the  bill,  and  must  be 
80  understood.  We  must,  therefore,  look  to  the  bill  to  see  the  ex- 
tent of  the  injunction,  what  it  forbids,  and  consequently  what 
would  be  a  disobedience  of  it. 

The  bill  sets  forth  the  patent  to  Phillips,  with  the  specification, 
in  full.  The  patent  is  stated  to  have  been  issued  October  24th, 
1836,  for  fourteen  years;  renewed  and  extended  September  11th, 
1850,  for  seven  years  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  origi- 
nal term;  and  assigned  to  the  plaintiffs,  September  17th,  1850. 
The  patent  purports  to  be  for  "  a  new  and  useful  improvement  in 
**  the  manufacture  of  friction  matches,"  and  grants  the  exclusive 
right  of  making,  using,  and  vending  to  be  used,  ^  the  said  im- 
**  provement." 

The  specification,  after  stating  the  invention  to  be  "  a  new  and  use- 
^  ful  improvement  in  the  mode  of  manufacturing  friction  matches  for 
^  the  instantaneous  production  of  light,  and  to  consist  in  a  new  compo- 
"  sition  of  matter  for  producing  ignition,"  proceeds  to  say :  "  The 
*^  composition  used  in  preparing  the  matches  usually  called  loco  foco, 
^  and  which  light  by  a  slight  friction,  is  a  compound  of  phosphorus, 
**  chlorate  of  potash,  sulphuret  of  antimony,  and  gum-arabic,  or 
"  glue.  That  which  I  use,  consists  simply  of  phosphorus,  chalk, 
**  and  glue."  The  specification,  then,  states  the  proportions  of  the 
ingredients,  and  the  mode  of  preparing  the  composition  ;  and  after 
saying  that  the  proportions  may  be  varied,  and  that  the  itagre- 
dients  may  also  be  varied  by  substituting  gum-arabic,  or  other 
gum,  for  glue,  and  Spanish  white,  or  other  absorbent  earth  or  ma- 
terial for  chalk,  concludes  in  these  words :  "  What  I  claim  as  my 
"  invention,  is  the  using  of  a  paste  or  composition  to  ignite  by 
^friction,  consisting  of  phosphorus  and  earthy  material  and  a  glu- 
"  tinous  substance  only,  without  chlorate  of  potash,  or  any  highly 
^  combustible  material,  such  as  sulphuret  of  antimony,  in  addition 
"  to  the  phosphorus." 

From  the  specification,  it  is  obvious,  that  the  right  secured  by 
the  patent  consists,  as  expressed  in  the  granting  part  of  the  in-* 
strument,  merely  in  an  improvement  in  the  then  existing  mode  of 
making  friction  matches ;  not  in  a  combination  of  new  ingredients 
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not  before  known  and  used  for  that  purpose ;  nor  in  a  oonabinatioii 
of  any  new  with  old  ingredients,  unless  the  use  of  chalk,  Spanish 
white,  or  other  absorbent  earths,  may  be  considered  new,  which 
would  be  contrary  to  the  fact,  as  appears  from  the  testimonj  of 
William  Weller,  an  old  manufacturer  of  friction  matches,  in  Fori 
Ann,  New  York.  This  witness,  afler  stating  that  all  the  mate- 
rials, except  the  absorbent  earth,  were  contained  in  the  old  Lucifer 
matches,  says  that,  that  substance,  as  well  as  the  other  materials, 
was  contained  in  the  loco  fbco  matches;  and  that  in  1835,  he 
made  matches  formed  of  glue,  or  gum-arabic/ and  chalk,  or  Span- 
ish white,  combined  with  phosphorus  and  chlorate  of  potash,  and 
during  the  spring  and  summer  of  1836,  publicly  made,  used,  and 
sold,  matches  composed  of  these  materials,  and  has  continued  to 
use  the  same  composition  from  that  time  to  the  present. 

The  invention  claimed  in  the  specification,  then,  is  not  a  com- 
pound of  new  ingredients,  before  unused  in  making  matches,  bat 
simply  and  only  a  new  combination  of  old  materials  before  in  use 
for  that  purpose.  It  purports  to  consist  in  a  composition  produc- 
ing ignition  and  combustion  by  friction,  formed  of  phosphorus, 
with  the  earthy  material  and  the  glutinous  substance  onlj,  with- 
out the  presence  of  chlorate  of  potash,  or  of  any  other  like  object- 
ionable ingredient,  thus  avoiding  the  danger  supposed  to  exist  in 
the  combination  of  substances  of  such  a  nature  with  phosphorus. 
This,  as  I  understand  the  specification,  is  the  ''new  composition  of 
"  matter,"  or  new  combination  of  materials,  for  producing  ignition, 
claimed  and  patented  as  an  improvement ;  and  it  seems  quite  clear, 
that  any  person  may  use  any  one,  or  all  the  materials  forming  the 
composition,  in  making  matches,  provided  he  does  not  use  them  in 
the  combination  patented.  Certainly,  any  one  may  lawfully  use 
them  for  such  purpose,  in  combination  with  chlorate  of  potash,  as 
they  were  formally  used ;  for  that  is  a  combination  recognized  as 
essentially  different,  as  well  as  being  known  and  in  use  anterior  to 
the  patent. 

The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  defendant,  in  manufac- 
turing and  dealing  in  friction  matches  since  the  service  of  the  in- 
junction, as  it  is  admitted  he  has  done,  has  used  the  plaintiffs'  im- 
provement or  combination  of  materials,  or,  in  other  words,  made 
matches  substantially  according  to  their  patent.  I  say,  mtecDt- 
ticUly  according  to  their  patent ;  for  a  mere  colorable  difference, 
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or  slight  variation,  would  not  exempt  the  defendant  from  the  charge 
of  infringement.  Such  is  the  question  in  the  case;  for,  the  in- 
junction,  as  we  have  seen,  not  extending  heyond  what  appears 
from  the  hill  to  he  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs,  unless  there  has 
been  a  violation  of  the  right  held  by  them  under  the  patent  set 
up  in  the  bill,  there  can  have  been  no  disobedience  of  the  injunc^ 
tion. 

The  plaintiffs'  composition  for  matches,  as  described  in  their  pa- 
tent, and  charged  to  have  been  used  by  the  defendant,  is  a  com- 
pound, admitting  of  variation  in  the  proportions  of  the  ingredients, 
of  one  ounce  of  phosphorus,  one  ounce  of  glue,  or  gum-arabic, 
and  four  ounces  of  chalk,  Spanish  white,  or  other  absorbent  earth. 

The  composition  asserted  by  the  defendant  to  have  been  used 
by  him,  and  which  appears  to  have  been  publicly  known  and  in 
use  before  the  date  of  the  plaintiffs'  patent,  is  formed  of  four 
pounds  of  glue,  two  pounds  of  phosphorus,  four  pounds  of  whiting, 
and  three-fourths  of  a  pound  of  chlorate  of  potash ;  or,  somewhat 
varying  the  ingredients  and  proportions,  of  four  pounds  of  gam- 
arabic,  two  and  one-half  pounds  of  phosphorus,  four  pounds  of 
whiting,  and  one-half  of  a  pound  of  chlorate  of  potash. 

The  only  difference,  aside  from  the  relative  proportions  of  the 
ingredients,  between  the  composition  patented  and  that  claimed  to 
have  been  used  by  the  defendant,  consisting,  as  appears  from  the 
formula  thus  given  of  each,  in  one  being  made  without,  and  the 
other  with  chlorate  of  potash,  the  question  in  the  case  is  reduced 
to  the  simple  inquiry,  whether  the  matches  manufactured  by  the 
defendant  contained  that  substance  as  a  principal  ingredient  or 
material  part,  in  conformity  with  the  prescribed  form,  or  were 
made  without  the  use  of  it,  or  with  but  so  inconsiderable  a  portion 
of  it  as  to  be  substantially  according  to  the  plaintiffs'  patent 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer  to  the  matters  chai*ged  against 
him  on  this  motion,  after  declaring  that  he  has  never  violated  or 
infringed  the  plaintiffs'  patent,  and  that  the  bond  executed  by  him 
to  them,  was  given  through  misapprehension,  on  his  part,  of  the 
extent  of  their  patent  and  of  his  own  rights,  occasioned  by  mis- 
representation, says,  that  he  has  never  at  any  time  since  he  com- 
menced business,  which  was  last  spring,  made  a  match  without  the 
use  of  chlorate  of  potash ;  nor  out  of  any  composition  of  which 
that  substance  was  not  a  constituent  part ;  nor  otherwise  than  ac- 
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cording  to  what  he  states  to  he  the  ingredients^  and  their  propor- 
tions, in  the  composition  used  by  him. 

Now,  is  the  statement  thus  made  hy  the  defendant  in  his  an* 
swer,  true  or  untrue  ?  What  is  the  proof  relative  to  the  main 
essential  fact  asserted  in  it  ?  Is  the  fact  proved  or  disproved  ?  In 
deciding  this,  if  the  proofs  applicable  to  it  are  in  any  degree  con- 
flicting, thej  must  be  weighed,  and  the  fact  determined  according 
as  the  weight  or  preponderance  of  proof  may  appear  to  be. 

It  appears  that  specimens  of  both  kinds  of  matches  manafkctor- 
ed  by  the  defendant,  there  being  two  kinds  as  inferable  frooi  the 
marks  and  labels,  have  been  analyzed  by  Dr.  Hayes,  a  profeaa- 
ional  chemist,  and,  for  anything  that  is  shown,  a  man  of  scienoe 
and  skill  in  his  profession.  In  stating  his  analysis  of  one  of  the 
kinds  of  matches.  Dr.  Hayes  says,  that  he  found  the  compoaition 
to  contain,  with  the  other  materials  he  specifies,  a  very  small  por- 
tion of  chlorate  of  potash,  or  nitrate  of  potash.  In  staling  an- 
other or  second  analysis  of  matches,  marked  as  of  the  same  kind, 
he  mentions  chlorate  of  potash  as  one  of  the  materials  of  the  onn- 
position,  without  saying  anything  as  to  its  quantity  or  relative  pro- 
portion. In  giving  his  analysis  of  the  other  kind  of  matchesy  he 
names  the  substances  into  which  the  composition  was  resolved, 
without  any  mention  of  chlorate  of  potash  as  one  of  them.  But 
in  reference  to  both  kinds  of  matches,  he  says,  that  phoephoma, 
gum  or  glue,  and  whiting  or  chalk,  formed  the  essential  parts  of 
composition,  and  that  the  composition  was  essentially  the  same  as 
that  of  the  matches  mada  under  the  Phillips'  patent. 

The  results  of  these  analysis,  at  least,  as  to  one  of  the  kinds 
of  matches,  do  not  appear  to  disagree  with  what  the  defend- 
ant declares  to  be  the  constituent  parts  or  materials  of  the 
composition  used  by  him,  except  as  to  the  quantity  or  proportion 
of  chlorate  of  potash  contained  in  it  And  as  to  the  other  kind, 
the  disagreement  is  a  matter  of  implication  or  inference,  rather 
than  of  positive  assertion  or  statement.  Dr.  Hayes  says,  to  be 
sure,  as  to  both,  that  the  other  ingredients,  phosphorus,  gum  or 
glue,  and  whiting  or  chalk,  formed  the  essential  parts  of  the  oom- 
position, — a  somewhat  indefinite  expression,  implying,  at  least, 
that  they  did  not  form  the  whole  of  the  composition.  He  admits 
that  chlorate  of  potash,  to  some  extent,  was  found  in  one  of  the 
kinds  of  matches,  and  he  does  not  say  that  none  of  it  was  found 
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or  contained  in  the  other.  What  proportion  this  substance  bore 
to  the  others,  in  the  two  analysis  in  which  it  is  admitted  to  have 
been  found,  is  not  stated,  and  according  to  the  opinion  of  one  of 
the  witnesses  in  the  case,  could  not  have  been  ascertained  by 
chemical  process.  The  point  is  a  very  material  one,  requiring 
some  exactness  of  proof,  at  least,  as  much  as  the  nature  of  the 
subject  win  admit  of,  whether  the  proportion  of  chlorate  of  potash 
in  the  composition  used  in  making  the  defendant's  matches,  was 
really  very  small,  so  small  as  to  be  merely  colorable,  or  to  justify 
its  being  considered  as  used  for  the  purpose  of  evasion,  or  whether 
the  proportion  was  such  as  has  always  been  used  in  that  kind  of 
composition,  or  as  makes  it  a  substantial  part  of  the  composition. 

The  bond  executed  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  is  an  ac^ 
knowledgement  of  the  validity  of  the  patent,  and  of  the  plaintiffs' 
right  to  all  that  is  granted  by  it.  It  is  no  evidence  of  a  breach  of 
the  injunction,  certainly,  any  further  than  the  recital  in  it,  that 
the  defendant  had  infringed  the  patent,  may  have  a  tendency  to 
establish  such  breach.  But  the  recital,  in  terms,  only  proves  an 
infringement  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  bond.  The  bond  was 
executed  in  May ;  the  pending  proceeding  relates  to  acts  which 
have  occurred  since  the  service  of  the  injunction,  and  embraces 
nothing  fui*ther  back  than  the  2dd  of  September.  Still,  the  ad- 
mission of  a  prior  infringement,  unless  procured  by  fraud,  or  made 
through  mistake,  is  entitled  to  its  proper  influence,  with  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case,  in  deciding  upon  the  character  of  the  acts 
directly  in  question.  But  no  inference  or  presumption  arising 
from  it,  can  overcome  the  weight  of  credible,  positive  testimony, 
such  testimony  being  uncontradicted  by  any  proof  of  the  same 
nature  or  of  equal  certainty.  This  is  especially  true  in  a  case 
partaking  of  the  nature  of  a  criminal  proceeding,  involving  not 
only  the  imprisonment  of  the  party  by  way  of  punishment,  but 
also  the  breaking  up  of  his  business. 

Now,  George  E.  Arnold  says,  that  he  has  worked  for  the  de- 
fendant in  his  shop,  at  Burlington,  in  the  manufacture  of  friction 
matches,  since  the  15th  of  April  last,  and  has  made  up  the  com- 
position for  most  of  the  matches,  and  assisted  in  making  all  that 
has  been  made  in  the  shop.  He  states  the  materials,  with  their 
proportions,  used  in  the  composition,  which  are  the  same  specified 
in  the  formula  we  have  already  given.     He  says  that  all  the 
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matches  have  been  made  according  to  the  specifications  in  the 
formula ;  that  no  matches  have  been  made,  to  his  knowledge,  of 
other  or  different  materials;  and  that  if  any  had  been  otherwise 
made,  he  thinks  he  must  have  known  it,  as  he  has  been  constantly 
in  the  shop. 

Such,  then,  is  the  substance  of  the  proofs  relative  to  the  actual 
composition  of  the  matches  manufactured  by  the  defendant^ — a 
fact,  upon  which,  as  we  have  seen,  the  case  wholly  rests.  On  the 
one  side,  the  results  of  chemical  analysis,  such  as  have  been 
already  stated ;  on  the  other,  the  positive  testimony  of  a  witness, 
standing  unimpeached,  having  full  means  of  information,  and 
swearing  from  actual  knowledge.  On  which  side  the  weight  of 
proof  is,  would  seem  not  to  admit  of  a  doubt,  especially  when  it 
is  remembered  that  one  of  the  witnesses,  who  professes  to  have 
acquired  much  knowledge  and  skill  in  such  matters  from  long 
practice  and  experience,  says,  that  he  considers  it  impracticable  to 
ascertain  the  proportions  of  the  ingredients  of  a  match  by  analysis. 
How  this  may  be,  I  am  unable  to  say ;  but  such  is  the  testimony. 
Upon  the  testimony  I  am  to  judge  and  determine ;  and  my  judg- 
ment is,  what  appears  to  be  alone  warranted  by  the  proofs  as  tbey 
stand,  that  the  attachment  be  refused,  and  the  rule  of  course  dis- 
charged. 


ADDITIONAL  RULES 


OF  SUPREME  COUBT. 


RUTLAND,  Febbuakt  Term,  1853. 

No.  1.  No  case  will  be  allowed  to  pass  iDto  the  Circuit  session 
of  this  Court,  from  any  County  for  trial,  unless  for  want  of 
time  to  hear  the  same  at  the  regular  Term. 

CHITTENDEN,  January  Term,  1853. 

No.  2.  The  several  Clerks  in  the  State  shall  be  allowed  twenty* 
five  cents  each,  for  filing  of  the  assignment,  schedule  of  proper- 
ty, and  schedule  of  debts,  and  all  other  papers  made  necessary 
to  be  filed  in  his  office,  under  the  statute  of  this  State,  in  regard 
to  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  to  be  paid  by  the  par- 
ty filing  the  same,  and  at  the  time  of  filing ;  and  for  other  ser- 
vices under  that  law,  the  same  as  in  Chancery. 

CALEDONIA,  Mat  Term,  1858. 

No.  3.  In  the  argument  of  cases  in  this  Court,  no  more  than  two 
hours  will  be  allowed  to  all  the  counsel  upon  either  side,  with- 
out the  special  leave  of  the  Court,  granted  before  the  argu- 
ment begins. 

No.  4.  Before  the  argument  begins,  the  Clerk  shall  furnish  a 
copy  of  the  case,  so  far  as  to  show  the  questions  decided  in 
the  Court  below,  for  each  Judge  present ;  and  where  it  can 
be  done  without  increasing  the  expense  of  copies,  he  shall 
procure  them  to  be  printed  ;  and  the  same  shall  be  allowed 
in  taxing  costs,  as  if  made  by  the  Clerk's  own  hand.  And 
this  Rule  shall  include  an  abstract  of  the  charging  and  stating 
part,  and  the  prayer  of  the  Bill ;  and  also  of  the  answer,  in 
cases  of  appeal  from  chancery ;  and  a  copy  of  the  opinion  of 
the  Chancellor,  if  one  be  filed  in  the  case. 

ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD,  Chief  Justice. 

PIERPOINT  ISHAM,)    AssistarU 
MILO  L.  BENNETT,  J    Juitices. 
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ABATEMENT. 

1.  Where  the  defects,  sought  to  be  taken  advantage  of,  are  in  the  form  of  the  au- 
thority, or  in  the  service  of  the  writ,  it  should  be  by  plea  in  abatement  BHm  et 
oL  V.  Cbfwi.  4-  Pats.  Rivers  R.  R,  Cb.,  428. 

2.  But  when  the  defect  complained  of,  is  a  total  want  of  an  essential  ingredient 
either  in  the  writ,  or  service  of  the  writ,  and  that  apparent  upon  the  record,  it 
may  be  taken  advantage  of  upon  motion  to  dismiss,    lb, 

8.  A  plea  in  abatement,  where  defendant  pleads,  "  that  the  said  writ  abate,  because 
*'  he  says  that  said  writ  was  served  upon  this  defendant,  more  than  sixty  days 
**  before  the  time  therein  appointed  for  trial,  to  wit:  said  writ  was  served  July 
**  5th,  1861,  and  the  time  set  for  trial  therein,  is  September  4th,  1851,  and  has  not 
"  been  served  at  any  other  time  since  said  5th  day  of  July,  and  this  the  said  de- 
'\fendant  is  ready  to  verify,  by  the  record.  Wherefore,  he  prays,  that  the 
"same  may  be  quashed,"  was  held  sufficient  on  special  demurrer.  (Troy  ▼. 
FbwerSfbSS. 

4.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  as  this  plea  verifies  the  facts,  by  the  record,  it  maybe 
treated  as  a  motion  to  dismiss,  and  as  such  is  sufficient    lb.  % 

5.  In  a  plea  in  abatement,  praying  that  the  writ  may  be  quashed,  is  equivalent  to 
a  prayer  of  judgment  of  the  writ,  and  one  prayer  of  judgment,  in  one  plea,  is 
sufficient    lb, 

8u  PLXADniO  1. 

ACCOUNT. 

» 
1.  Where  A.  consigned  merchandise  to  B.  to  sell  on  conmiission,  with  instructionB 

to  "  sell  for  cash,  or  not  on  credit,"  and  B.  sold  and  delivered  the  goods  to  a  per^ 
son  who  said  he  would  pay  for  them  in  a  few  days,  wliich  promise  he  renewed 
from  time  to  time,  at  intervals  of  two  or  three  days,  for  two  or  three  weeks,  when 
he  failed.  In  an  action  by  A.  against  B.  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goodsy — held, 
that  B.  could  not  show  in  defense,  a  custom  by  which  such  sale  was  consider- 
ed a  cash  sale.     CatUn  v.  SmUh,  85. 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 

1.  It  is  the  duty,  by  law,  of  the  Vermont  Central  R.  R.  Co.  to  erect  and  maintain 
such  fences  and  cattle  guards,  upon  their  road,  as  will  prevent  horses  and  other 
animals,  from  passing  them,— as  held  in  Qmmbff  v.  R  Cbil  R  R,  Cb,  28  Vt 
898.     Trow  v.  R  CaOralR.  R  Co,  487. 
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5.  The  degree  of  negligence,  of  which  the  oorpontion  will  be  held  guilty,  in  the 
omlBsion  to  discharge  this  duty,  will  depend  upon  the  locality  of  their  road,  and 
of  the  particnlar  place,  in  respect  to  which  the  omission  occurs.  The  omission 
to  erect  and  maintain  such  fences  and  cattle  guards  for  a  considerable  distance, 
at  a  place  so  public  and  common,  as,  that  it  may  reasonably  be  expected  that 
cattle  and  horses  will  stray  upon  the  railroad  track,  is,  in  law,  such  a  neglect  of 
duty  as  will  render  the  corporation  liable  for  iiguries  arising  solely  from  that 
cause.    76. 

8.  But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  cattle  and  horses,  knowing  the  exposed  situa- 
tion of  the  railroad  track,  to  exercise  as  much  care  and  prudence  in  keeping  his 
property  from  exposure  to  injuries  therefrom,  as  is  required  of  the  corporation 
in  guarding  against  their  commission ;  and  if,  in  such  case,  he  pennits  his  cattle 
or  horses,  to  run  in  the  highway,  knowing  that  there  is  no  obstruction  to  their 
passing  from  thence  upon  the  railroad  track,  he  is  gnQty  of  the  same  degree  of 
negligence  as  that  with  which  the  corporation  are  chargeable,  in  pennitdng  their 
railroad  to  remain  thus  exposed,    lb, 

4.  When  there  has  been  mutual  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, and  the  negligence  of  each  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  no  action 
can  be  sustained.    Ih, 

6.  So,  where  the  ne^igence  of  the  plaintiff  is  proximate,  and  that  of  the  defendant 
remote,  or  consisting  in  some  other  matter  than  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  the 
injury,  no  action  can  be  sustained,    lb, 

6.  But  where  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is  proximate,  and  that  of  tiie  plaintiff 
remote,  the  action  for  the  injury  can  well  be  sustained,  though  the  plaintiff  were 
not  entirely  without  fault;  so  that,  if  there  were  negfigence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  yet  if,  at  the  time  when  the  injury  was  committed,  it  xmfjtit  hate  been 
avoided  by  the  defendant  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  prudence,  an 
action  will  lie  for  the  iijury.    lb, 

7.  If  the  pl^tiff  were  guilty  of  negligence,  or  even  of  positive  wrong,  in  allowing 
his  cattie,  or  horses,  to  run  in  the  highway,  frx>m  whence,  throng  the  want  of  a 
fence,  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad  corporation  to  maintain,  they  stray- 
ed upon  the  raibnoad  track,  the  corporation  are  yet  bound  to  the  exercise  of  rea- 
sonable care  and  diligence  in  the  use  of  their  road,  and  management  of  the  en- 
gine and  train,  and  if,  for  want  of  that  care,  the  iiyury  arose,  they  are  liable.    lb,. 

8.  Where  it  appeared  that  the  defendants,  a  raikoad  corporation,  were  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence in  not  erecting  and  maintaining  suitable  fences  and  cattie  guards  upon  the 
line  of  their  road,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  pennitted  his  horse  to  run  in  the 
highway,  which  passed  near  such  railroad,  having  knowledge  that  there  was  no 
fence  or  cattie  guards,  which  would  prevent  the  horse  from  passing  from  the 
highway  to  and  upon  the  railroad  track,  and  the  horse  did  stray  upon  the  track, 
and  was  killed  by  a  locomotive  engine  which  was  passing,  and  it  appeared  that 
the  defendants  were  guilty  of  no  negligence  in  the  management  of  the  train,  or 
engine,  when  the  injury  arose, — ^it  was  heU^  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
for  such  iigury.    lb, 

8u  Plbadino  7, 8.    School  Dutrict  8. 

ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  The  entry  in  the  county  court  of  the  name  of  the  second  administrator  is  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  it  is  a  tiling  which  the  county  court  could  not  legally  refuse;  and 
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it  is  not  important,  that  he  shonld  be  designated  dt  homa  tun.    Stem,  Jdmr.  ▼. 
Btmdt  tt  al,  80S. 

5.  An  administrator  cannot  charge  in  liis  account,  for  the  pajpnent  of  a  claim  dis 
allowed  by  the  commissioners,  after  the  right  of  appeal  had  lapsed,  nor  can  he 
charge  for  the  pa3rment  of  a  claim  not  presented  to  the  commissioners,  if  the 
claimant  had  no  farther  right  to  petition  the  probate  conrt  to  open  the  commis- 
sion.   French  etalY.  IFinsor,  402. 

8.  But  if  an  administrator  finds  a  claim  not  allowed  by  the  commissioners,  which 
was  clearly  due,  and  when  no  doubt  could  be  entertained  but  that  the  probate 
court  would  extend  the  commission,  to  give  an  opportunity  to  present  it,  and 
where  no  question  could  be  made  as  to  its  allowance ;  if  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, the  administrator  should  pay  the  claim  in  good  faith,  and  if  under  such 
circumstances,  the  claim  cannot  be  allowed  the  administrator  in  Ids  account,  in 
the  probate  court,  quere,  whether  a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  devise  some 
remedy.    76. 

8u  Pbobatb  Court  9, 11. 
AGENT. 

1.  The  general  Agent  or  Treasurer  of  a  corporation  or  joint  stoclc  company,  have 
the  right  to  negotiate  notes  and  bills  taken  in  his  name  of  office,  and  where  it 
appears  that  such  companies  intrust  their  treasurer  or  general  agent  to  take 
notes,  and  he  indorses  them,  his  acts  will  bind  the  company.  PerHm  etoL  y, 
Bradley,  66. 

2.  And  this  authority  is  to  be  implied  from  his  being  treasurer  of  the  company, 
and  intrusted  with  the  notes  of  the  company,  and  their  being  made  payable  to 
him.    lb, 

8.  And  in  declaring,  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  history  of  the  plaintiff  *8  title  to 
the  note,  without  setting  forth  the  authority  of  the  treasurer.    lb, 

4.  And  it  would  be  sufficient  description  of  the  indorsement  to  say  **  and  by  them 
**  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.**  So,  also,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  say  '*  that  the 
'*  agent  of  said  company  indorsed  said  note  to  the  plaintiff,"  without  describing 
said  agent,  or  liis  authority.    lb, 

6.  If  A.  purchases  a  quantity  of  goods  and  intrusts  them  to  B.  to  sell,  (as  the  prop- 
erty of  A.,)  but  gives  B.  no  authority  to  purchase  in  addition  to  those  delivered, 
and  B.  assumes  the  authority  to  purchase  goods  in  the  name  and  on  the  credit  of 
A.,  by  so  doing  B.  exceeds  the  powers  of  his  agency,  and  A.  is  not  liable  to  the 
vendor,  for  the  goods  thus  purchased.    Soule  v.  Dougherty,  92. 

6.  And  where  the  agency  has  terminated,  except  for  the  purposes  of  rendering  an 
account  to  the  principal,  and  the  agent,  without  any  necessity  to  justify  an  ex 
tension  of  his  powers  by  implication,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  principal,  commences  suits  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  upon  notes  or  de 
roands  taken  by  him  in  the  principal's  name,  the  agent  exceeds  his  power,  and 
the  principal  is  not  liable  for  the  costs  that  accrue  upon  the  said  suits.    76. 

7.  And  where  the  debtors  were  committed  to  jail  upon  the  suits  thus  commenced 
by  the  agent,  and  the  principal  discharged  them  fVom  imprisonment,  it  was 
beld,~  even  if  the  principal,  by  this  act,  had  created  a  liability  against  hhnself, 
that  book  account  was  not  the  appropriate  remedy  to  enforce  the  liability  thus 
created.    76. 
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8.  Where  the  plahitiff  owned  the  biuiness,  and  hired  another  to  cany  it  on,  and  the 
defendant  had  business  done,  it  is  of  no  importance  whether  the  defendant  knew 
that  the  plaintiff  owned  the  business,  unless  he  has  suffered  loss  by  being  misled 
in  tliat  particular.     Wait  v.  Johmon,  112. 

9.  The  Bank  of  Rutland  applied  to  one  Burdick  to  get  out  a  quantity  of  stone  con- 
formable to  a  model  which  he  had  fiimished,  (for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the 
vault  of  the  said  Bank,)  and  also  to  do  the  work.  Burdick  revised  either  to  get 
the  stone  or  do  the  work.  They  next  inquired  if  he  could  not  see  to  the  getting 
out  of  the  stone,  and  to  the  doing  of  the  job.  Burdick  replied  that  he  knew 
men  whom  he  could  employ  to  do  the  woik,  and  that  he  would  see  to  it  as  much 
as  he  could  without  neglecting  his  business  on  the  Bailroad.  The  Bank  told  him 
to  go  on,  get  out  the  stone,  and  do  the  job.  Thereupon  Burdick  employed  the 
plaintiff  to  do  the  work  for  the  Bonk;  and  upon  these  fkcts,  it  was  ketd^ — &at 
Burdick  was  the  agent  of  the  Bank ;  that  the  account  of  plaintiff  was  properly 
charged  to  the  Bank,  and  that  they  were  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  labor  thus 
performed.    Alexander  v.  RiUlandBcmk,  222. 

10.  Where  a  school  district  employed  the  plaintiff  to  superintend  the  repairs  of  a 
school  house,  they  knowing  his  habits  and  ability  in  this  respect,  it  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  for  the  work,  what  it  was  worth  to  him 
to  do  it    FeU  v.  School  Dutrict,  297. 

11.  The  defendant  consigned  a  quantity  of  cheese  to  the  plaintifis,  as  commission 
merchants,  in-  Boston,  Massachusetts,  and  they  sold  a  portion  of  the  same  oo  the 
12th  of  September,  to  Henry  Dean  &  Co.,  and  on  the  20th  day  of  said  September, 
the  plaintiffs  rendered  a  full  account  of  their  dealings  with  the  deftndant,  and 
struck  a  final  balance  of  "  net  proceeds,"  deducting  commissions,  and  all  other 
charges,  stating  '*  Amount  to  your  credit  $801.66,  which  you  can  draw  for  at 
**  sight,"  adding,  **  when  you  write  us  again,  please  say  if  yon  wish  us  to  remit 
'<  to  ytm,  or  you  draw  on  us  for  the  amount."  After  the  receipt  of  this  statement 
the  defendant  drew  upon  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  paid  a  large  portion  of  this  sum 
or  balance.  Dexui  &  Co.,  before  the  plaintiffs  had  collected  of  them  the  amount 
due  for  the  cheese  sold  to  them,  became  insolvent  and  went  intobankmptoy,  but 
the  plaintiff^}  did  not  inform  the  defendant  of  the  fact  of  their  indebtedness  or 
bankruptoy,  until  nearly  thirty  days  after  thehr  failure.  Ji  toot  heid,  upon  these 
facts,  that  there  was  an  actual,  positive  and  unqualified  assumption  by  the  plain 
tiffs,  of  the  sale  to  Henry  Dean  &  Co.,  as  cash  in  hand.  Jachon  et  oLy.  Bitto- 
neite,611. 

12.  It  was  also  held,  that  a  payment  made  under  such  circumstances,  the  money  is 
not  to  be  recovered  back,  except  upon  the  clearest  case  of  fraud,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  or  mistake  of  facts,  by  plaintiffs;  not  the  mistake  of  future  contin 
gencieft,  but  present,  and  important  facts,  forming  the  basis  upon  which  plaintiffs 
made  the  payment.    lb. 

18.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  an  express  promise  of  the  defendant  to  refund  the 
money  thus  paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  would  be  a  mere  tuukan  pactmn,    lb. 

See  Account  1. 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  The  plaintiff  commenced  his  action  on  book  account  againrt  several  defendants, 
and  the  same  was  committed  to  an  auditor,  who  made  his  report  to  the  county 
court',  before  said  report  was  accepted,  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  for  leave 
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to  strike  out  the  name  of  Bnfbs  Chase,  one  of  the  defendants,  it  appearing  that 
said  Chase  was  not  in  life  when  the  services  for  which  the  phiintiff  claims  a  re- 
covery were  contracted  for  and  performed.  The  court  granted  the  leave  asked, 
and  thereupon  rendered  judgment  on  the  report  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  other 
defendants.  It  was  held  that  the  court,  in  allowing  this  amendment,  did  not  ex- 
ceed their  power  and  duty.     Winn  v.  AverUl  et  oL,  288. 

2.  Amendments  to  the  record  can  be  made,  as  well  on  motion  to  dismiss,  as  on  a 
plea.    Bii88  et  al  Y,  Qmn,  and  Past,  Rkeri  JL  R.  Q>.t  428. 

APPEAL. 

1.  An  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  originally  above  twenty  dollars,  and  indora 
ed  below  that  sum,  but  not  below  ten  dollars,  the  ad  damnum  in  plaintiff's  writ 
being  over  twenty  dollars,  is  appealable,  and  regard  is  to  be  had  only  to  the  note 
as  originally  given,  and  if  the  face  of  the  note  exceeds  twenty  dollars,  the  case  is 
appealable.    Sumner  v.  Jorus,  817. 

2.  Where  the  friends  and  relatives  of  an  alledged  insane  person,  made  application  to 
the  probate  court  to  appoint  a  guardian  over  the  alledged  insane  person,  and  the 
probate  court  upon  hearing  the  application,  made  a  decree  refusing  to  appoint  a 
guardian ;  and  one,  who  petitioned  the  probate  court  with  others,  as  friends  and 
relatives  of  the  alledged  insane  person,  appealed  from  the  said  decree,  it  was 
held,  on  motion  to  dismiss  the  said  appeal,  that  the  friend  or  relative,  in  the  case 
where  no  guardian  is  appointed,  and  the  guardian,  in  the  case  where  the  decis- 
ion is  that  the  ward  is  no  longer  a  proper  subject  of  guardianship,  are  not,  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute,  entitled  to  an  appeal.    NmbUi  v.  Chaffee,  628. 

ARREST. 

1.  When  a  party  privileged  from  arrest,  is  arrested,  he  may,  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court  where  the  suit  is  pending,  either  against  the  principal  or  the  ball, 
plead  his  privilege,  and  enter  an  eaconeratur  on  the  bail  bond,  or  discharge  the 
bail  on  his  own  motion.     WaJibum  v.  Phe^  606. 

2.  When  the  exoneraiur  is  entered  on  the  bail  bond,  or  the  bail  is  discharged,  it  is 
conclusive  upon  the  parties  and  all  interested.    lb, 

8.  Giving  bail  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  privilege  from  arrest.    Ih. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

1.  N.  wi^  other  persons,  signed  a  subscription-paper,  thereby  promising  to  pay  to 
the  tnuUes  of  Troy  Conference  Academy,  or  to  their  order,  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred dollar?,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  pay  the  debts  of  said  Academy ; 
one-half  by  the  first  of  June,  1844,  the  remaining  haJf  in  one  year  thereafter,  pro- 
vided that  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  was  subscribed  by  the  first  of  Jan- 
uary, 1844 ;  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  was  subscribed  by  the  first  of 
January,  1844,  and  N.  paid  one-half  of  his  subscription  and  then  gave  notice  that 
he  should  not  pay  the  remaining  half.  In  an  action  brought  against  N.,  after  the 
expimtion  of  the  said  year,  to  recover  the  remaining  half  of  his  subscription,  it 
was  held,  that  the  obligation  imposed  upon  and  assumed  by  the  trustees  of  the 
Academy  to  see  to,  and  make  the  application  of  this  money,  as  directed  by  the 
subscribers  to  this  fund,  so  consummated  the  contract,  that  N.  could  not  avoid 
payment  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  promise ;  and 
that  whether  the  relation  each  subscriber  bears  to  the  other,  or  to  the  institution 
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itself  U  coiuiderod,  N.  U  estopped  from  denying  the  obligation  of  his  contract. 
TVyy  Acadeutg  ▼.  Neltom,  189. 

S.  The  amount  of  the  consideration  is  unimportant,  and  it  is  not  necessary  in  this 
State,  that  it  should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  contract  or  agreement,  as  it  may 
be  proved  by  testimony  aHmtde,    lb. 

S.  In  case  of  a  mere  executory  contract  to  sell  and  to  buy  on  a  certain  day,  where 
each  promise  is  the  entire  consideration  for  the  other  promise,  neither  party  can 
maintain  an  action,  without  avowing  a  readiness  to  perform  on  his  part  at  the 
time  and  place,  or  an  excuse,  by  the  act  of  the  other  party.  Perry  etoLr. 
Whuler,  S86. 

See  Promissort  Notes. 
ATTACHMENT. 

1.  An  attachment  creates  a  Ken,  and  places  the  property  in  the  custody  of  the  law 
to  respond  the  judgment  and  execution  that  shall  be  obtained  thereon;  and  as 
against  subsequent  attachments,  the  rendition  of  a  judgment  in  due  form  and 
course  of  law,  is  as  necessary  as  the  attachment  itself.  So  is  also,  the  issuing 
of  an  execution  on  that  judgment,  and  duly  charging  the  property  therewith. 
Brandon  Iron  Co,  ▼.  Gkaaon^  228. 

2.  And  if  several  creditors  attach  the  same  property,  and  the  first  attaching  credi- 
tor, (his  claim  being  large  enough  to  absorb  all  the  property,)  by  an  agreement 
with  the  debtor,  takes  all  the  property  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  and  discon- 
tinues his  suit;  though  by  this  agreement  his  title  may  be  good  as  against  the 
debtor;  as  against  the  subsequent  attaching  creditors,  who  perfect  their  fien,  by 
judgment  and  execution,  it  will  give  no  title  to  the  property,  and  can  have  no 
effect,  unless  their  assent  was  also  obtained,    lb, 

8.  So,  also,  if  the  attaching  officer  permits  the  property  to  pass  into  the  hands  of 
the  first  attaching  creditor  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  under  such  an  agreement, 
the  officer  is  not  protected  by  this  application  of  the  property,  and  it  is  no  legal 
accounting  for  the  same,  therefore  he  will  be  held  liable  to  the  subsequent  at- 
taching creditors  who  perfect  their  Hen ;  the  first  attaching  creditor  having  lost 
by  the  discontinuance  of  his  suit,  the  Uen  created  by  his  attachment,  and  by 
the  agreement  acquired  no  title  or  claim  to  the  property,  as  against  theofllcer  or 
subsequent  attaching  creditors.    76. 

4.  Property  attached  on  meme  process,  is  by  statute  held  to  respond  the  judgment, 
and  the  officer  is  entitled  to  the  custody  and  possession  of  the  same;  therefore, 
in  a  suit,  against  the  town,  for  the  neglect  of  the  constable,  so  to  hold  the  prop- 
erty, it  is  not  competent,  for  the  town  in  mitigation  of  damages,  to  show  "■  that 
"  the  creditor  may,  still,  by  a  new  process  or  new  execution,  obtain  satiftfaction 
**  of  his  debt;**  for  the  creditor  has  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  specific  prop- 
erty attached  until  his  judgment  and  execution  is  satisfied.  Bovrman  v.  Bar 
nard^  855. 

AUDITA  QUERELA. 

1.  The  writ  of  cmdiUi  quatla^  is  an  important  remedial  and  equitable  process,  and 
should  be  allowed  in  cases  where  an  execution  has  been  irregularly  issued,  and 
from  which  the  party  should  be  relieved,  and  it  should  at  least  be  a  concurrent 
remedy,  vrith  that  relief  which  is  granted  on  motion.    Porter  v.  Kav^a,  211. 
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S.  The  complainant  brought  his  writ  of  owSta  jvereb,  and  upon  Jowrrer  it  was 
held,  that  where  an  execution  has  been  issued  fiom  a  ooort  of  law,  this  writ  can- 
not be  sustained,  to  vacate  the  same,  or  suspend  its  operation,  on  the  grcmnd  that 
it  has  been  enjoined  by  the  court  of  chancery,  and  that  the  remedy  of  the  com- 
plainant is  only  to  be  found  by  i4>pUcation  to  the  chancellor.    Jb. 

t.  When  the  basis  of  an  amSia  qiterda  is  altogether  personal,  it  will  die  with  the 
person.    Oum,  f  Pan.  Rken  Bmiroad  Ok  y.  Aim,  of  BSm,  411. 

4.  And  in  such  a  case,  the  bail  1900  the  recognisance  cannot  be  held.    A. 

5.  Writs  of  error  and  aadtta  {Mreleit,  when  they  go  to  the  foundation  of  the  judg- 
ment, may  be  prosecuted  by  executors  and  administrators,    ift.  n 

AUDITOR.    8u  Book  Aooouar  6, 8, «. 

AUTHORIZED  OFFICER.    Su  Fbogbbb. 

AWARD. 

That  which  is  properly  submitted  to  be  decided  by  the  discretion  of  a  man  or  board 
of  men,  wh«i  so  decided,  cannot  be  revised  by  another  tribunaL  Omn,  f  Paat, 
Riven  R.  R,  Cb.  ▼.  Baik^  466. 

BAILMENT. 

1.  Where  by  the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  B.  has  no  power  to  sell  a  horse  that 
A.  has  conditionally  put  into  B.*s  hands.  If  B.  sells  the  horse,  the  very  act  of 
sale  terminates  the  bailment,  and  A.  has  a  rig^t  to  take  immediate  possession, 
even  if  part  of  the  purchase  money  has  been  paid,  and  retain  it  until  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money  is  paid.    Dwnkom  v.  Zes,  462. 

2.  And  if  B.  had  a  right  to  sell,  and  the  sale  was  so  tinctured  with  fraud  as  to  be 
voidable  at  the  election  of  B.,  then  A.,  as  principal  vendor,  might  do  it.    Ih. 

BAIL.    8u  Ataan  1,  S,  8;    AunrrA  Qubbbla  4. 

BASTARDY. 

1.  The  statute,  in  terms,  requires  that  the  original  papers  should  be  returned  to 
the  county  court,  in  cases  of  this  kind;  but  if  copies  are  returned,  and  not  ob> 
jected  to,  it  is  the  same  as  if  copies  had  been  substituted  by  order  of  the  court. 
Ramoy.  YB2kmi,617. 

2.  The  omission  of  the  complainant  to  sign  tiie  complaint  at  the  bottom,  if  objected 
in  proper  time,  might  be  good  cause  for  quashing  the  proceedings,  but  after  ver- 
dict, this  omission  cannot  be  regarded  as  one  of  substance,    lb, 

3.  All  defects  in  form,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  are  cured  by  verdict.  iSoKe  v.  Mc- 
Nkcey  7  Vt.  419.    /*. 

BOND.    8ie  Scire  Facias  1,  2;    Probatb  Covrt  7,  8 

BOOK  ACCOUNT. 

1.  The  statute,  defining  and  limiting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  courts  in  this 
State,  in  the  action  of  book  account,  has  reference  to  the  debU  side  of  the  book, 

44    ' 


68S  INDEX. 


at  the  (xmunencement  of  the  suit,  and  if  the  court  had  not  jnrisdictkm  at  that 
time,  no  sabsequent  act  or  dealings  between  tiie  parties,  will  confer  jurisdiction. 
SfhqikerdT,  Beede  and  TV.,  40. 

2.  Chapter  89,  and  Section  9,  of  the  Ck)mpiled  Statutes  of  1850,  directing  the  Au- 
ditor to  examine  and  adjust  the  accounts  of  the  parties,  to  the  time  of  making  up 
the  report,  has  reference  to  cases  commenced  before  a  court  haying  jurisdiotioa 
<^  the  case,  at  the  time  the  suit  is  commenced.    lb, 

8.  If  the  case  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  at  the  time  t>f  the  eocn- 
mencement  of  the  suit,  the  same  will,  on  motion,  be  dismissed  in  any  stage  of 
the  proceedings.    lb. 

4.  The  wife,  after  marriage,  and  while  living  with  her  husband,  is  incapable  of  con 
tracting  a  debt  against  herself,  nor  can  she  claim  the  benefit  of  credits  upoe  a 
debt  that  she  contracted  before  her  intermarriage,  except  as  payments  made  by 
her  husband  upon  her  debt.    Farrar  ▼.  Bet$efi  et  tcx.,  89. 

£.  Where  the  auditor  simply  states,  that  the  account  of  the  defendant  is  disaUowed, 
without  the  facts  or  grounds  upon  which  the  disallowance  proceeded,  and  it  not 
appearing  that  the  auditor  was  requested  to  state  the  facts  found  by  him,  in  re- 
gard to  the  defendant's  account, — held,  that  one  of  these  thbgs  is  ^dispensable, 
to  show  sufficient  ground  to  set  aside  the  report     Wait  ▼.  Jchnaoiif  112. 

6.  The  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  book  account  is  not  at  liberty  to  become  nontmi  alter 
judgment  to  account,  and  after  the  case  goes  before  the  auditor.  Xfoa  ▼.  Adamg^ 
268. 

7.  Where  the  defendant,  and  one  Miles,  made  an  agreement,  in  which  defendant 
was  to  let  Miles  have  a  hog,  provided  he  would  pay  him  therefor,  and  for  a  pre 
vious  account,  in  salts ;  and  the  defendant  also  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
presence  of  said  Miles,  to  let  him  have  the  same  hog,  in  exchange  for  salts,  if  any 
thing  should  happen  that  Miles  did  not  take  it;  about  three  weeks  after  this  con- 
tract, the  plaintiff  took  two  boxes  of  salts  to  defendant's  store ;  after  they  had 
weighed  one  box,  and  were  getting  in  the  other,  plaintiff  inquired  of  defendant, 
if  he  was  going  to  send  the  hog,  and  was  informed  that  there  was  not  salts 
enough  to  pay  Miles*  debt  and  for  the  hog,  and  that  he  should  not  send  it.  The 
plaintiff  then,  and  before  the  delivery  was  perfected,  claimed  the  salts  as  his 
own ;  the  defendant  informed  plaintiff,  he  should  hold  them  on  the  contract  be 
had  made  with  Miles,  and  pass  them  to  his  credit.  The  plaintiff  refused  so 
to  deliver  them,  and  demanded  the  property  or  payment  for  the  same,  lifiles 
was  not  present,  and  nothing  appeared  to  show  that  he  ever  spoke  to  plaintiff  to 
deliver  the  salts  for  him.  Under  this  state  of  facts,  heldy  that  defendant  was 
bound  to  restore  the  salts,  or  that  plaintiff  might  treat  the  property  as  sold,  and 
charge  him  accordingly,  and  that  plaintiff  might  recover  for  the  same  in  this 
form  of  action.     Waierman  v.  SUn^Mm,  608. 

8.  The  balance  found  due  by  the  auditor,  is  conclusive,  so  far  as  the  account  is  con* 
cemed,  ou  both  parties,  if  no  exception  is  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  auditor  in 
ascertaining  that  amount.     Curtiss  v.  Grtenbankt^  586. 

9.  A  question  of  fact  decided  by  the  auditor,  and  ultimately  by  the  county  court, 
cannot  be  revised  by  the  supreme  court,  unless  they  find  that  there  was  no  tea* 
timony  tending  to  prove  the  fact.    HarrmgUm  etalv  Edaon^  555. 

Ste  Agsnt  7,  9. 
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BOUNDARIES. 

Where  the  premises  are  described  by  reference  to  the  Hne$  and  fancb  of  adjacent 
proprietors,  and  the  calls  of  the  deed  can  be  answered,  and  the  land  in  dispute 
be  included  or  excluded,  and  the  quantity  of  land  which  the  parties  intended  to 
mortgage  was  a  lot  containing  about  forty  acres,  as  expressed  in  the  deed,  and 
this  statement  is  verified  only  by  including  the  land  in  dispute  in  the  mortgage, 
this  circumstance  in  the  absence  of  all  possible  motive  not  to  include  it  with  the 
remainder  of  the  lot,  the  whole  lot  will  be  considered  as  covered  by  the  mortgage, 
when  such  construction  answers  all  the  calls  of  the  deed,  and  manifestly  caniet 
into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties.    Pierce  v.  Brown^  166. 

CERTIORARI. 

The  application  for  the  writ  of  certiorari,  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  tlie 
court,  and  will  not  usually  be  granted  unless  the  substantial  justice  of  the  cu% 
requires  this  remedy.    Bockinffham  etalY,  WuimiiuUr,  288. 

CHANCERY. 

1.  Though  the  liability  of  sureties  is  governed  by  the  same  principles  at  law,  at  in 
equity,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  send  a  party  sueing  there,  to  a  court  of  law  for 
a  discharge  or  relief;  but  will  extend  the  same  relief,  and  exercise  the  same 
powers,  in  behalf  of  sureties,  that  were  exercised  before  jurisdiction  of  this  snh* 
ject  was  entertained  at  law.     Viele  v.  Bbagy  46. 

2.  Nor  is  it  in  the  power  of  a  creditor,  by  first  commencing  proceedings  at  law,  to 
deprive  the  surety  from  seeking  his  relief  in  chancery;  and  when  there  has  been 
no  delay  or  negligence  in  seeking  relief  in  equity,  a  court  of  chancery  will  exer-^ 
cise  a  controling  power  over  the  parties  in  their  proceedings  at  law.    lb, 

8.  If  a  bill  is  brought  for  discovery,  merely,  in  aid  of  proceedings  at  law,  and  the 
discovery  fails,  the  bill  will  be  dismissed.    lb. 

4.  Sureties  on  a  note  are  not  discharged,  where  time  has  been  j^ven,  if  there  has 
been  a  reservation  of  the  right  to  call  for  payment,  or  a  rig^t  to  proceed  against 
the  surety.    lb, 

5.  When  a  case  stands  on  bill  and  answer,  and  the  answer  is  not  traversed,  the  alle' 
gations  which  the  defendant  makes  by  way  of  belief,  comes  within  the  general 
rule,  and  in  such  case,  the  answer  is  to  be  taken  as  true.  Gates  y.  Adams  et  at, 
70. 

6.  Important  and  cardinal  matter  in  a  defense  should  be  in  some  way  alledged,  and 
not  be  left  to  inference,  merely.    lb. 

7.  The  plaintiff  executed  a  release  in  these  words, — **  This  mortgage  is  diccharged, 
"  a  second  mortgage  having  been  given  of  other  lands  to  secure  the  same  debt'* 
It  was  held,  that  in  order  to  have  this  release  defeat  the  plaintiffs'  right,  it  should 
appear  that  it  is  a  fraud  upon  the  defendants,  and  executed  under  such  circum- 
stances as  to  effect  the  plaintiff  with  the  fhiud,  and  if  fraud  is  not  alledged,  the 
court  will  not  presume  it,  but  the  contrary.    lb, 

8.  And  again,  if  the  defendants  would  compel  the  plaintiff,  (when  several  pieces  of 
land  are  in  the  mortgage,)  to  go  altogether  against  one  piece  of  land,  they  must 
show  such  a  state  of  the  title,  as  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  get  his  pay,  or  else 
charge  lum  with  the  release,  under  such  a  state  of  facts  and  knowledge,  as  to 
make  it  express  fraud  upon  the  defendants.    lb. 
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9.  If  several  paroeli  of  real  estate  are  in  the  mortgage,  the  mortgage  is  to  be  ^>- 
portloned  upon  the  land  aoocrdhig  to  ralue,  then  give  a  tfane  for  the  owner  of 
each  to  redeem  his  portion,  and  upon  fidlnre  to  be  foreclosed,  and  if  both  or 
neither  redeem,  that  will  end  it;  if  one  redeems  his  portion  and  the  other  not, 
then  the  one  redeeming  his  own,  must  also  redeem  the  other,  orfoifoit  the  wh(^ 
estate;  and  if  he  does,  then  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  take  the  whole  estate.    Ih. 

10.  The  case  €iBm$  t.  CkiUatdenj  1  Vt  S8,  carries  the  notion  of  apportioning  a 
mortgage  seemritj  npon  di£ferent  parceb  of  the  security,  further  than  is  alto- 
gether consistent  with  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee.    Rn>FiELD,  J.    Jb. 

11.  The  decease  of  a  party  an  obligor  in  a  bond,  and  also  the  bolder  of  notes  glreo 
by  the  obligees  in  the  same  Ixmd  for  the  same  consideimtion  upon  which  the  l>ond 
was  given,  and  the  mere  representation  of  his  insolvency,  his  estate  being  con- 
fessedly solvent,  is  no  reason  why  a  court  of  equity  should  interfere  in  (kvor  of 
Hm  obUgees,  and  decide  that  the  amount  of  the  notes  should  be  set  off  against 
the  sum  due  on  te  bond,  and  render  a  decree  in  fkvor  of  the  obligees  fbr  the 
balance,  if  any.  But  if  the  obligees  in  the  bond,  being  the  makers  of  the  notes, 
aie  insolvent,  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  in  favor  of  sureties  who  signed  the 
notes  upon  the  security  of  the  bond,  and  will  decree  a  set-off  of  the  amount  due 
on  the  notes  against  what  was  due  on  the  bond.  The  consideration  that  the 
nominal  parties  to  the  contracts  are  not  strictly  mutual,  is  not  a  valid  olgection 
to  decreeing  a  set-off  in  equity,  if  the  real  parties  upon  whom  the  burden  is  olti 
mately  to  fkll,  are  the  same.    Admr.  of  SmiA  v.  Admr,  of  Wamwrigkif  97. 

12.  Where  8.  and  others  bought  of  W.  his  interest  in,  and  good-will  of^  the  mann- 
fhcturing  and  sale  of  certain  articles,  within  a  certain  district,  and  gave  notes  to 
the  amount  of  $8,000  therefor,  and  W.  at  the  same  time  executed  to  S.  and  the 
others,  a  bond  **in  the  penal  sum  often  thousand  dollar^/*  conditioned  to  be  vmd 
''if  the  said  W.  shall  hereafter  wholly  refrain  from  m&nufactnring  and  vending,** 
&o.,  and  a  breach  of  said  condition  by  W.  was  proved ;  Ae&/,  that  under  the  ch* 
Gumstanoes  of  the  case,  the  sum  so  named  in  the  bond  was  a  penalty,  and  not 
liquidated  damages.    lb, 

18.  The  refbsal  of  the  chancellor  in  the  court  below  to  allow  a  party  to  file  a  sup 
plemental  bill  before  the  original  one  comes  to  a  bearing,  is  not  a  .final  decree, 
flxxn  which  in  the  first  instance,  an  appeal  lies;  nor  b it  strictly  revisable  in  tiie 
superior  oourt,  behig  a  matter  of  discretion.    76. 

14.  But  where  such  refusal  proceeds  upon  special  grounds,  which  are  shown  to 
have  been  misapprehended,  the  party,  after  correcting  this  misappr^ensioo,  will 
be  permitted  to  renew  his  application.    76. 

15.  Where  a  k>ond  is  executed  to  three  persons  jointly; — their  assigns,  admlnistra 
tors,  &C.,  not  being  named  in  the  bond, —  their  interest  being  also  jdnt  as  pur 
chasers  of  the  business  of  the  obligor  of  the  bond,  and  the  nature  of  the  cove 
nants  showed  that  they  were  not  founded  upon  any  personal  confidence  in  the 
three  persons  to  whom  the  bond  was  executed,  and  where  both  parties  expected 
the  bond  to  euure  for  the  benefit  of  the  business  sold  out,  and  where  the  obligor 
had  repeatedly  assented  to  his  liability  after  a  change  in  the  parties  to  whom  the 
bond  was  executed,  a  court  of  equity  will  hold  the  obligor  liable  on  hia  bond, 
not  only  for  damages  accruiug  fVom  breaches  thereof  while  the  ori^al  partiea 
to  the  bond  remained  unchanged,  but  for  those  from  breaches  after  the  change  of 
parties.    lb, 

16.  If  the  signers  of  a  constable's  bond,  at  the  time  of  signing,  neglect  to  afilx  their 
seals  to  the  same,  and  admit  that  it  was  their  intention  to  have  affixed  their  seals 
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to  the  bond  at  the  time  of  signing,  the  court  of  chancery  will  decree  that  the 
bond  shall  be  treated  at  if  sealed.    JhOUmd  y.  Paigt  et  al^  191, 

17.  A  cross  bill  can  be  sustained  only  on  matters  growing  out  of  the  original  MD. 
Skuon  T.  Wrighi,  14  Vt.  208.    lb. 

18.  If  A..  B.  and  C,  as  co-snreties,  execate  an  ofBcial  bond  with  D.,  as  constable  of 
a  town,  neither  of  the  co-sureties  can  sustain  an  action  against  the  town  for  any 
default  of  duty  on  the  part  of  D.  as  constable,  to  himself;  nor  can  one  of  the 
co-sureties  sustain  a  bill  in  chancery  against  the  other  two  co-sureties,  for  oon 
tribution  for  such  default  of  D.    lb. 

19.  There  is  no  privity  whatever  between  the  creditor  and  the  snretiet  upon  a  ooo- 
•table's  bond.    lb. 

50.  An  officer  is  not  bound  to  regard  the  equities  subsisting  among  the  debtors,  In 
an  execution,  nor  can  he  be  subjected  to  a  suit  in  &yorof  a  oo-oUigoror  svretyi 
for  any  default  in  enforcing  an  execution  against  the  principal  debtor.    lb. 

51.  When  the  defendant  is  not  supposed  to  possess  personal  knowledge  in  regard  to 
the  focts  set  forth  in  the  bill,  and  in  his  answer  does  not  profess  any,  the  answer 
ia  not  to  be  taken  as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  its  denial,  and,  therefore,  required 
to  be  overcome  by  something  more  than  the  testimony  of  one  witness.  In  sueh 
cases  it  leaves  the  matter  of  focts,  upon  the  prooft  in  the  ease.  LoomU  v.  Fof 
elaiL,240. 

22.  The  surrender  of  a  fictitious  or  forged  bond,  held  by  the  creditor,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  surety,  where  the  same  was  of  no  possible  use  to  the  surety,  except  at  a 
matter  m  Umrtm^  is  nothing  for  which  a  court  of  equity  wiH  decree  an  exoner- 
ation of  the  surety.    lb. 

28.  An  indorsement  made  to  a  bank  under  an  express  written  agreement  fitnn  the 
president,  that  the  indorser  should  never  be  holdco  upon  the  indorsement,  would 
be  inoperative  as  a  fraud  upon  the  bank;  and  a  parol  agreement,  to  that  effect, 
could  not  be  received  to  contradict  or  explain  the  indorsement,  unless  to  show 

fraud  in  the  indorser.    lb. 

% 

24.  And  even  if  the  foct  was  friUy  established  in  a  court  of  equity  it  would  stUl  im 
pose  upon  the  indorser,  the  obligation  to  refrmd  to  an  innocent  purchaser  of  the 
note,  whatever  sum  he  should  be  induced  to  pay  out  in  (aith  of  the  indorsement, 
which  was  apparently  valid  and  binding.  Oaere,  As  to  how  far  notice  to 
defendants,  of  a  defense  claimed  before  purchase,  will  deprive  them  of  this 
equity.    lb. 

26.  RsDFiKLD,  J.  Cases  of  this  kind  should  be  iriscf  in  the  court  of  chancery  be 
fore  they  are  brought  into  this  court,  &c    lb. 

26.  An  answer  in  chancery,  (where  the  defendant  has  no  actual  knowledge  of  the 
points,  and  does  not  profess  to  have  any,  and  if  not,  either  by  the  form  of  the 
bill,  or  the  interrogatories,  called  upon  to  make  answer  to  the  points,)  b  regiard- 
ed  in  this  State,  as  a  mere  denial,  or  traverse  of  the  bill,  and  this  leaves  the 
points,  to  be  proved  by  the  orator,  by  theordhiary  manner  of  proof.  WcdUf  v. 
CkamAtrim  et  al,  270. 

27.  And  where  the  defendant,  in  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  is  the  original  mortgagor,  his 
answer  is  never  regarded  as  evidence  to  impeach  the  oonsideratiOB  of  the  mort- 
gage securities.    lb. 

28.  And  even  if  the  answer  valfjoX  under  some  circumstanoea,  be  regarded  as  evi- 
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deuce  upon  the  question  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  securities,  inchiding 
the  matter  of  delivery;  it  could  never  be  regarded  as  extending  to  a  subsequent 
Incumbrance,  to  one  who  knew  nothing  of  the  facts.    lb. 

^.  And  estoppel  in  pots  is  an  equitable  abandonment  of  a  claim,  a  kind  of  perpet- 
ual disclidmer,  and  a  party  cannot  be  covertly  led  into  it ;  he  must  be  made  per- 
fectly aware  of  the  interest  of  the  party  making  the  inquiry,  or  that  his  declara- 
tion is  going  to  be,  or  will  be  likely  to  be  relied  upon,  by  some  one.    lb. 


to.  Where  a  note  was  shown  in  the  orator's  possession  in  October,  1848,  and 
cured  by  a  mortgage  duly  executed  in  1848,  and  then  recorded,  and  the  note 
bearing  that  date,  it  was  held  entitled  to  be  regarded  as  having  existed  and  been 
delivered  at  that  tfane,  so  as  to  make  it  incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  im- 
peach it.    lb. 

SL  One  cannot  hold  property  which  he  receives  as  a  mere  gratuity,  or  as  heir,  if 
1h»  property  was  so  conveyed  to  him  to  defeat  the  wife  of  the  deceased,  to  her 
right  to  dower,  but  he  will  be  held  liable  in  chanceiy  to  account  for  the  property 
■0  received^  and  the  widow  will  be  entitled  to  one-third  part  of  such  property. 
Jtmm/  V.  Jeimjff  824. 

tl.  Chanceiy  will  not  relieve  against  a  judgment  rendered  against  one  as  tnfMee, 
OD  the  ground  that  such  trustee,  through  forgetfulness,  failed  to  attend  the 
court  rendering  such  judgment,  and  make  his  disclosure,  even  thouji^  it  appear 
that  such  trustee  would  have  been  discharged  upon  making  such  discloenre ; 
when  no  fraud  is  imputable  to  the  party  obtaining  such  judgment  Warner  t. 
Cbnoii^,  861. 

St.  Qnerff.  Had  there  been  fraud  in  the  transaction,  would  equity  relieve,  while 
the  party  could  have  relief  by  Avdiia  Querela^  unless  brought  as  a  bill  of  dis- 
covery.   Jb. 

•4.  The  grantee,  in  a  deed,  which  is  absolute  in  its  terms,  and  contains  no  recital 
of  a  trust  interest,  is  as  much  chaigeable  as  trustee,  by  the  acknowledgment  of 
a  trust,  in  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery  brought  against  him,  as  thou^  the 
deed  contained  an  express  declaration  of  the  trust.    Barron  v.  Barron  ei  oL,  875. 

86.  Where  one  buys  land  in  the  name  of  another,  and  pays  the  consideration 
money,  the  land  will  generally  be  held  by  the  grantee  in  trust  for  the  person,  who 
•o  pays  the  consideration.    lb. 

86.  The  property  of  a  married  woman,  whether  acquired  by  gift,  devise  or  inher- 
itance, before  or  during  coverture,  is  regarded,  in  equity,  as  the  property  of  the 
wife,  and  not  of  the  husband,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  her  a  provision  for 
her  support;'  and  if  that  right  has  not  been  expressly  and  formally  waived  or 
forfeited  by  misconduct,  it  will  be  protected  in  equity  against  the  husband  in 
any  proceedings,  which  may  be  adopted  at  law,  or  otherwise,  for  the  purpose 
of  reducing  it  to  his  possession,  and  will  be  equaUy  protected  against  his  as- 
signees, or  creditors.    Jb. 

ST.  The  amount  embraced  within  this  equity  of  the  wife,  rests  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court.    Jb. 

88.  Where  money,  to  which  a  married  woman  was  entitled  by  inheritance  from  the 
estate  of  her  father,  was  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  it  was  agreed  between  the  husband  and  wife  and  a  thurd  person,  that 
a  farm  should  be  purchased,  and  paid  for  from  such  fund,  and  the  deed  thereof 
taken  by  such  third  person,  to  hold  in  trust  for  the  wife,  and  this  agreement 
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made  and  carried  into  execution,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  property,  as 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  and  the  price  of  the  farm  was  in  part  paid  by 
the  adminisitrator  personally,  from  money  in  his  hands,  and  in'partpaid  by  money 
which  was  delivered  to  the  husband  by  the  administrator,  and  received  by  the 
husband,  for  the  express  purpose  of  being  applied  towards  the  purchase  of  the 
farm,  under  the  previous  arrangement  above  mentioned;  it  wu  held,  that  a  court 
of  equity  woulH  protect  the  whole,  as  the  property  of  the  wife,  and  that  she  was 
to  be  regarded  as  the  sole  cetUd  que  trust  under  the  deed.    Jb, 

89.  The  mere  receiving,  by  the  husband,  of  the  property  of  the  wife,  will  not  be 
such  a  reducing  of  it  to  his  possession,  as  will  affect  the  wife^s  right  of  survivor- 
ship, (Mr  equity  to  a  settlement,  unless  it  be  received  by  the  husband  solely  in  the 
exercise  of  his  marital  rights,  and  for  the  purpose  of  its  appropriation  to  his  own 
use.    lb, 

40.  Courts  of  equity  for  many  purposes,  treat  husband  and  wife  as  distinct  persons; 
capable  of  contracting  with  each  other,  and  of  having  separate  estates,  debts, 
and  interests,  and,  as  a  general  rule,  whenever  a  contract  would  be  good  at  law, 
when  made  with  the  trustees  for  the  wife,  that  contract  will  be  sustained  in 
equity,  when  made  with  each  other,  without  the  intervention  of  trustees.    Jb. 

41.  A  pott  mqttial  agreement  between  husband  and  wife,  without  the  intervention 
of  trustees,  by  which  the  wife  renounces  all  further  clidm  upon  the  husband  for 
his  services,  or  support  for  herself  and  children,  and  agrees,  that  she  will  con- 
tract no  debts  on  his  account,  and  the  husband  all  claim  for  her  services,  or  sup- 
port, will  be  sustained  in  equity,  so  far  as  it  has  reference  to  the  property  of  the 
wife,  not  only  against  the  husband  and  his  heirs;  but  against  all  others  claiming 
under  him,  who,  at  least,  were  not  creditors  at  the  time  the  agreement  was 
mode.    Jb. 

42.  If  there  is  no  jurisdiction  whatever  in  the  probate  court,  it  would  not  lay  the 
foundation  of  any  resort  to  a  court  of  equity.    French  etaLx,  Wmsor,  402. 

43.  One  who  is  administrator  of  an  estate,  against  which  he  has  claims,  may  bring 
in  his  claims  against  the  estate,  on  his  final  accounting  in  the  probate  court,  or 
present  them  to  the  commissioners  at  his  election.    lb. 

44.  Quere.  How  far  the  orator  is  entitled  to  redress,  in  this  suit,  for  his  services  as 
attorney  in  fact,  of  the  intestate,  if  such  claim  should  be  finally  disallowed  in  the 
probate  court.    lb, 

46.  Where  one,  in  faith  of  a  license,  enters  and  occupies  for  more  than  fifteen  years, 
as  his  own,  this  will  give  him  an  equity  against  the  whole  world,  to  be  reimburs- 
ed for  the  value  of  his  erections,  to  the  person  taking  them,  before  he  could  be 
deprived  of  them.    Pq>6  v.  Henry  et  oL,  660. 

46.  Possessions  taken  under  a  license  to  occupy  permanently,  either  absolutely,  or 
upon  certain  conditions,  gives,  in  equity,  a  title  to  the  premises,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  license.    76. 

47.  And  the  party  being  in  possession  under  the  license,  is  notice  to  a  subsequent 
purchaser,  or  incumbrancer  of  whatever  title,  the  one  in  possession  may  have, 
whether  legal  or  eqitable.    lb, 

48.  The  going  into  possession  of  land,  under  a  parol  gift,  and  remaining  quietly  in 
possession  for  fifteen  years,  gives  good  title,  by  the  mere  acquiescence  of  the  donor 
or  owner,  whoever  he  may  be.    76. 

49.  A  partition  between  co-tenants,  made  and  acquiesced  in  for  more  than  fifteen 
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t.  Such  oflSoer  may  lawftdly  a^jomn  the  sale  of  such  property,  and  his  poweri  for 
that  purpose,  are  identical  with  those  of  an  oflicer  having  an  exeentiop  for  eol- 
lection.    lb, 

CONTRACT. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  recommended  himself  as  a  competent  workman  and  mider- 
took  to  work  as  a  master-boilder,  and  throng  negligence  ornnskilAilnees  the  de- 
fendant suffered  Iom,  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  sum  due  for  his  services  at 
the  stipulated  rate,  held,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  his  lahor.  Godimy. 
BoAom  ei  oiL,  140. 

5.  A  contract  made  and  completed  on  Sunday,  without  any  subsequent  act  or 
promise  ratifying  the  same,  is  void.    Summer  v.  JbfMs,  817. 

8.  But  where  8.,  on  Sunday,  sold  a  horse  to  J.,  for  which  J.  on  the  same  day  gave 
S.  his  note,  and  afterwards  made  two  payments  upon  the  note,  and  retained  the 
horse  without  offering  to  return  the  same,  it  was  held,  that  these  payments  upon 
the  note  accompanied  with  the  retention  of  the  property  was  a  subsequent  rati 
ilcation  of  the  contract,  and  that  S.  was  entitied  to  recover  the  balance  due  upon 
the  note.    lb. 

4.  Where  the  plaintiff  contracted  under  seal  to  perform  certain  labor  upon  defend- 
ants road,  bjf  a  gptcijitd  time,  which  was  subsequentiy  enlarged  £y  jNirot,  it  wia 
hdd, —  that  plaintiffs  cannot  sue  in  covenant  Sherwm  etoLr.  RtU,  ^  BmrL  JL 
B,  Cb.,  847. 

6.  A  contract  under  seal  cannot  be  varied  by  a  mere  parol  contract,  whether  in 
writing  or  not,  since  such  a  contract  is  inferior  to  the  original  contract,    lb. 

8.  But  written  contracts  not  under  seal  may  be  varied;  theniboth  contracts,  being 
of  the  same  grade,  the  whole  being  set  forth,  and  perfonnance  alledged,  within 
the  enlai^ged  time,  assumpsit  will  lie.  So,  too,  when  the  covenants  are  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  one  may  maintain  an  action,  without  avering  perfonn- 
ance on  his  part    ib. 

7.  In  a  contract  under  seal,  if  the  defendant  hinders  the  plaintiff  frnn  full  perform- 
ance  of  a  condition  precedent,  or  if  he  expressly  waive  it,  under  his  hand  and 
seal,  he  is  estopped  from  insisting  upon  the  failure  of  plaintiff  in  his  defense,    lb. 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff,  as  a  sub-contractor,  under  one  Belknap,  contracted  to  build 
a  section  of  defendants*  road,  and  the  engineers  of  the  company  had  authority  to 
direct  the  removal  of  earth  from  one  section  to  another  when  needed,  and  by  the 
contract  between  the  company  and  Belknap,  the  contractor,  he,  Belknap,  was 
bound  to  move  earth  from  one  section  to  another,  but  no  engineer  had  power  to 
bind  the  company,  (the  defendants  in  this  case,)  by  any  contract  for  grading  or 
removing  earth,  and  if  Belknap  was  required  by  engineers  so  to  move  earth,  he 
could  obtain  compensation  under  his  contract  And  the  plaintiff,  while  at  work 
on  the  section  thus  taken  of  Belknap,  was  required  by  an  engineer  of  defendants 
to  move  earth  from  the  section  he  was  building  to  another,  under  the  assurance 
that  defendants  would  pay  for  the  same,  it  being  extra  haul.  And  this  was  bene- 
ficial to  defendants,  and  plaintiff  charged  them  no  more  than  it  would  have 
cost  defendants  to  have  procured  the  earth  eftMwhere,  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
defendants  ever  consented  to  have  plaintiff  do  it  upon  their  credit,  or  that  they 
had  knowledge  that  plaintiff  was  doing  it  upon  their  credit;  and  the  plaintiff  has 
no  general  contract  with  defendants,  their  contract  for  all  this  work  being  with 
said  Belknap;  under  these  Cscts,  ii  waa keU,  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  of 
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the  defendants  for  his  labor.  It  was  also  held,  that  there  was  nothing  in  tbe 
general  duties  of  an  engineer,  that  would  authorise  him  to  employ  others  to  do 
the  work  on  the  road,  which  by  express  contract  belonged  to  the  contractcvs  to 
do.     Thayer  v.  VI  CenL  R,  B.  Cb.,  440. 

9.  A  promise  to  pay  assessments  on  stock  contained  in  the  book  of  subecripticmB, 
and  signed  by  the  defendant,  will  bind  him,  notwithstanding  the  charter  provides 
for  a  sale  of  the  stock  only,  in  case  of  a  failure  to  pay  assessments  thereon. 
Cbnn.  ^  Pom.  Riven  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Baiiey,  466. 

10.  Parol  agreements,  made  at  the  time  of  subscribing  for  stock,  and  inconsiatent 
with  the  written  terms  of  subscription,  are  inadmissible,  inoperatiTe  and  void.    1  &. 

11.  Each  subscription  is  an  independent  undertaking,  and  in  no  way  affected  by 
the  terms  of  other  subscriptions,    lb, 

IS.  Where  the  commissioners,  appointed  to  receive  subscriptions  to  the  stock  of  a 
railroad,  are  empowered  to  reject  such  subscriptions  before  the  organisation  of 
the  company,  and  do  not  do  so;  held^  that  the  contract  entered  into  by  subscrib- 
ing for  stock,  is  sufficiently  mutual  to  make  it  valid.    lb, 

18.  Where  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  for  services  of  a  minor  son,  under  a  oontnct 
made  by  the  minor,  with  the  defendant,  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  is  so  far  bound 
by  the  contract  of  his  son,  that  his  claim  depends  upon  a  proper  performance  of 
the  contract,  and  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  therefor,  in  violation  of 
the  contract  so  made.    Rogers  v.  Steele^  518. 

14.  But  where,  under  the  contract,  the  minor  son  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  labor  seven 
months  for  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  sixty-seven  dollars,  and  under  the  further 
agreement,  if  the  defendant  or  the  minor  should  find  just  c«use  of  complaint  or 
dissatisfaction,  the  contract  could  be  determined  by  either,  by  giving  two  weeks* 
notice  to  that  effect;  uid  after  the  minor  had  worked  six  (»r  seven  weeks,  he  gave 
the  defendant  such  notice,  but  had  no  just  cause  of  c<»nplaint,  and  the  defend- 
ant consented  that  he  mi^t  leave  before  the  two  weeks  had  expired,  if  he  was 
determined  to  leave  at  the  end  of  that  time,  and  thereupon  he  left  defendant's 
service ;  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  mutual  relinquishment  of  the  contract,  and 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  consent  thus  given,  plaintiff  might  recover  for  the 
services  rendered,    lb, 

15.  And  if  the  party  repudiating  the  future  performance  of  the  contract,  has  himself 
received  advances,  which  he  declines  to  pay  for  in  the  mode  stipulated,  it  is  re- 
garded as  equitable  that  he  should  refund  in  the  usual  mode,  for  money  had,  and 
for  goods  sold,  and  it  is  not  in  his  power,  without  the  consent  of  the  other  party, 
to  revest  the  title  of  the  specific  things  received.    BawUy  v.  Moody^  608. 

16.  And  it  was  heid^  that  this  recovery  may  be  had  under  the  general  counts.     Ih. 

17.  Where  the  plaintiff  contracted  to  build  "  rip  rap  "  wall  for  the  defendants,  at  fifty 
cents  per  cubic  yard ;  there  being  no  general  usage  or  uniform  custom  proved, 
which  should  control  the  mode  of  measurement,  it  was  held  the  term  used,  Im- 
plies pay  by  the  cubic^ard,  for  the  "  riprap,*'  after  the  stone  is  fitted,  and  laid 
into  wall.     Wood  v.  R  Cetd,  R.  R,  Qk^  608. 

18.  Where  the  plaintiff  contractedynrith  the  defendants,  in  writing,  to  build  certain 
bridges  on  defendants'  road,  at  a  certain  sum  per  foot,  to  he  paid  one-fourth  in 
cash,  and  three-fourths  in  stock  of  the  road  at  pfur  value,  and  the  contract  waa 
entirely  silent  as  to  the  time  or  place  of  payment,  U  wagheU,  that  looking  to  that 
alone,  the  plaintifiSs  could  not  call  for  payment,  either  of  the  caUi  or  stocky  until 
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a  complete  performance  of  the  contract  on  their  part,  or  at  any  rate  before  or  any 
oftener  than  a  bridge  was  folly  complete;  nor  could  they  then  sne  and  recover 
for  the  stock  without  proof  of  a  special  request  and  a  refosal  to  deliver  it  For 
if  no  time  be  fixed  in  the  contract,  or  by  other  agreement  of  the  parties,  either 
express  or  unpliedf  for  the  doing  of  the  thing,  a  request  is  essential  to  the  cause 
of  action.    Boody  eialy.  RuL  f  Burl  R,  R,  Co,,  (U.  S.  Circ.  Court,)  660. 

19.  The  defendants  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  mortgaged  their  road  to  se- 
cure the  payment  of  debts  due  from  them  to  third  persons;  it  wu  held,  that  the 
act  of  mortgaging  the  road  would  not  work  or  amount  to  a  disability  to  perform 
the  contract,  or  make  the  defendants  liable  to  pay  money  in  lieu  of  stock.    Ih, 

*10.  Where  it  appeared,  that  the  defendants  were  in  the  custom  of  making  monthly 
payments  to  their  contractors,  for  work  done  on  their  road,  upon  estimates  made 
by  the  engineer  at  the  end  of  each  month,  and  that  usage  or  custom  having  been 
adopted  with  the  plaintiffs,  it  toot  held,  that  this  must  be  considered  the  role  of 
payment  under  the  contract,  established  by  mutual  consent,  and  binding  upon 
the  parties.    Ih. 

SI.  After  the  making  of  the  original  contract,  the  plaintiflfe  proposed  to  put  in  iron 
bearings  instead  of  wood,  for  so  much  per  foot  of  the  bridges,  varying  like  the 
prices  in  the  original  contract,  according  to  the  different  spans  of  the  bridges, 
"  in  addition,"  as  they  say,  "  to  the  former  proposal,"  thus  leaving  the  mode  of 
payment  unchanged,  kdd,  that  it  might  well  be  inferred  that  the  mode  of  paying 
for  the  iron  bearings  was' to  be  the  same  as  that  provided  for  building  the  bridges. 
lb. 


See  PROBnssoBT  Notes  4;  Aosirr  12,  18. 

CONSTABLE. 

1.  A  constable  derives  his  official  powers,  fh>m  his  election  and  the  statute  defining 
his  powers,  and  he  is  not  required  to  give  bonds,  until  the  selectmen  of  the  town 
specify  the  amount,  name  the  securities  and  request  the  due  execuUon  of  the 
bonds,  and  he  can  execute  the  duties  of  the  office,  until  these  steps  are  taken, 
and  the  request  is  made ;  hence,  he  is  authorized  to  make  an  attachment,  and 
the  town  is  responsible  for  his  neglect  to  deliver  property,  thus  attached,  on  the 
execution  when  demanded.    Bowman  v.  Barnard,  866. 

See  ATTACHMKirr  4;  Collector;  Shbbitf  6. 

CORPORATION. 

1.  The  act  establishing  the  Pawlet  Manufacturing  Company,  was  passed  November 
7, 1814.  Section  6  of  the  said  act  contains  the  following  provision :  **  That  the 
**  persons  and  property  of  said  corporation  shaU  be  holden  to  pay  their  debts, 
**  and  when  any  execution  shall  issue  against  said  corporation,  the  same  may  be 
•*  levied  on  the  person  or  property  of  any  individual  thereof."  It  was  keid,  that 
this  provision  imposed  upon  the  corporation  a  primary  liability,  and  upon  the 
ttockholders  a  liability  subordinate  to  and  depending  upon  the  liability  of  the 
corporation,  and  is  a  liability  carved  out  and  existing  by  the  statute,  and  can 
have  no  existence  independent  of  its  provisions.    Jkmchy  et  aLv,  Brwm  et  aL, 

m. 

S.  It  was  also  held,  that  when  a  statute  thus  creates  a  liability  and  provides  a  rem- 
edy, the  creditor  is  as  mnefa  bound  to  resort  to  the  act  fbr  the  remedy  given,  at 
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fbr  the  liability  imposed  for  his  seoniity;  and  that  in  nocaie  under  such  drenm 
■taooet  can  the  remedj  be  oonsidered  enmnlathre.    lb, 

8.  And  it  was  further  hM,  that  when  the  statute  provides  that  an  execntioo  issued 
against  the  corporation  maj  be  levied  on  any  indiyidnal  thereof;  it  implies  a 
positive  requirement,  that  such  proceedings  shall  be  had  against  the  ooiporatiati 
upon  which  execution  can  issue,  as  a  preliminary  step,  before  proceedings  can 
be  had  against  the  stockholders,  for  the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  must 
exist  before  the  liability  of  the  stockholders  can  arise;  and  that  indebtedness  can 
only  be  tried  in  a  suit  against  the  corporation  in  such  a  way,  that  those  upon 
whom  the  execution  may  be  leyied  shaU  be  thereby  concluded,    /ft. 

i.  If  a  stockholder  of  such  acorporation  fraudulently  dispose  of  his  stock  to  avoid 
his  liability,  such  transfer  as  against  creditors  will  be  absolutely  void.    lb. 

6.  Such  a  corporation  may  connect  the  business  of  a  store  with  the  ordinary  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation,  and  if  the  business  is  trsnsacted  in  the  name  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  for  corporate  benefit,  and  a  creditor  transacts  business  with  them 
in  that  capacity  and  trusts  the  corporation  for  goods,  he  must  enforce  his  claim 
against  the  corporation  before  the  stockholders  can  be  made  liable,  and  caniMi 
sustain  an  action  against  the  stockholders  individually.    lb. 

•.  A  Corporation  wiH  not  lose  its  corporate  existence  by  having  ceased  to  do  busi- 
ness slter  April,  1S41,  to  February,  1862,  and  by  disposing  of  their  personal  foop- 
erty,  and  neglecting  to  choose  corporate  officers  in  t^  time;  andthou|^ a  l^gal 
surrender  may  be  prunmed,  where  for  a  sufficient  length  of  time,  there  has  ex- 
isted an  entire  non  mer  of  corporate  franchises,  and  a  neglect  to  choose  corporate 
officers,  still,  the  lapse  of  time  required  for  that  puxpose  has  never  been  dedded 
in  this  State.    Bramkm  Irm  Cb.  v.  GUamm^  aS8. 

Bu  FOBFBTUBB  S;  AOBRT  1,  S,  8. 

COVENANT,  Su  Comtraot  4,  ft. 

CBDiflNAL  LAW. 

1.  One  indicted  for  numtlamghUr  may,  on  trial,  be  convicted  for  an  oismift  and  bai 
tery,  though  the  indictment  contain  no  count  specially  chaiging  the  minor  of- 
fense.   8taU  V.  SeoU,  127. 

2.  A  single  act  of  selling  spirituous  liquor,  without  license,  constitutes  an  offense, 
under  the  statute  of  184«.    iState  v.  Ai^iec,  22  Vt  82.    Aote  v.  PodUodb,  812. 

8.  If  an  infonnation  sets  forth  the  offense  in  the  words  of  the  act  it  is  sufficlesit; 
and  where  an  information  for  a  violation  of  the  license  law,  set  forth  that  the  re- 
spondent sold  distilled  spirituous  liquors,  in  a  less  quantity  than  twenty  gaUons, 
and  in  quantity  of  one  pint  and  more,  it  was  held  sufficient  to  prove  Uie  offense 
under  each  count,  as  specific  as  stated ;  and  evidence  that  the  respondent  sold 
distilled  spirituous  liquors,  in  quantity  of  one  pint  or  more,  and  less  than  twenty 
gallons,  was  all  that  is  required.    Mb. 

4.  And  where  the  court,  upon  such  an  infonnation,  containing  one  hundred  coonts, 
**  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  of  guilty  for  each  act  of  selling;**  it  waa 
held,  that  though  the  jury  are  the  ultimate  judges  of  both  the  law  and  faet,  there 
was  no  error  in  the  charge,  as  it  must  be  considered  an  expression  simply  of  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  of  the  law  in  the  case.    lb, 

6.  ¥niere  an  infonnation,  containing  one  hundred  counts,  each  count  having  a  die- 
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tinct  caption,  and  was  only  signed  at  the  close  of  the  last  count,  and  upon  the 
last  page,  but  the  pages  were  connected  together,  the  infonnation  was  held  soffit 
cient    lb. 

CUSTOM. 

There  is  no  sach  nniformity,  in  the  custom  or  osage  of  giving  executions  to  the 
same  officer  making  the  attachment,  that  it  can  be  regarded  as  eridence  to  show 
that  the  officer  made  the  attachment,  nor  can  it  be  regarded  as  evidence  to  show 
a  particular  and  substantial  fact.    AngeU  y.  KeUk^  871. 

See  Acoouirr  1;  Comtract  17,  SO. 
DAMAGES,  See  Gbahd  List  8,  4. 

DEED. 

1.  Where  the  mortgagee  left  his  mortgage  with  the  town  clerk  for  record,  and  the 
cleric  recorded  the  same  at  length,  and  so  certified  upon  the  mortgage,  but  made 
no  alphabet  or  index  of  the  said  mortgage,  it  was  held,  that  the  mortgage  was 
properly  recorded  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  alphabet  or 
index  constitutes  no  part  of  the  record,  and  the  mortgage  became  an  incum- 
brance upon  the  land  from  the  time  it  was  transcribed  upon  the  record.  CbHtt. 
etaLr.  Lyman  el  aL,  888. 

2.  The  registry  of  a  defective  deed  is  constructive  notice  to  no  one.  Pqte  v.  Hmry 
etaL,6Q0. 

8.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  to  certify  a  copy  of  the  record,  and  if  he  certi 
fies  the  copy  to  be  **  a  true  record  of  the  deed,  recorded  in  his  office,**  it  appear 
ing  from  the  copy  that  such  a  record  existed  in  the  office,  it  will  be  intended 
that  the  clerk  certified  from  the  record.    PretUm  v.  Eobhrnm  el  ai,y  6F8. 

4.  The  deeding  of  a  given  number  of  acres  to  one  man,  and  another  number  to  an- 
other, thus  conveying  the  whole  right  to  both,  there  being  nothing  to  show  that 
the  land  was  intended  to  be  conveyed  in  severalty,  will  create  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, and  they  will  hold  in  common,  in  proportion  of  the  number  of  acres  speci- 
fied in  their  deeds.    lb, 

6.  And  even  if  the  deeds  showed  that  A.*s  right  lay  in  severalty,  and  the  other 
owner,  B.,  did  not  object  to  A.*8  acts  of  possession,  C,  a  mere  stranger,  could 
not,  and  C.*s  intrusion  might  justly  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  A.*s  possession. 
lb, 

6.  So,  too,  A.*s  contract  to  purchase  the  right  of  B.,  would  enable  A.  to  refer  his 
acts  upon  the  land  to  B.*s  deed,  in  order  to  detennine  whether  they  were  to  be 
regarded  as  possessory,  or  mere  torts ;  it  has  ofren  been  so  decided,  where  the 
license  to  enter  was  in  writing,  and  the  same  results  would  follow  when  the  con- 
tract is  not  in  writing,    lb, 

7.  When  the  deed  describes  the  land,  as  being  within  the  original  charter  limits  of 
a  town,  we  are  to  look  to  the  charter  for  the  right,  and  then  to  the  right  for  its 
severance,  and  there  identify  the  subject  matter.  This  may  alwajrs  be  done  by 
parol,  and  it  is  not  afiected  by  a  change  of  the  name  of  the  town,  or  setting  a 
portion  of  it  to  another  town,    lb, 

8.  When  there  are  facts  hnportant  to  be  considered  in  giving  a  constmotion  to  a 
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deed,  and  those  facto  are  in  dispute,  it  may  prpperiy  be  enbmitted  to  the  jury, 
under  a  hypothetical  chaige  of  the  court    lb. 

See  Donatio  Mortis  Causa  1. 

DEPOSITIONS. 

1.  Ek  parte  depoeitionB,  taken  to  be  used  before  auditon,  are  not  required  to  be  filed 
thirty  days  before  the  hearing;  and  where  the  case,  in  a  caption  to  a  depositioa 
taken  to  be  used  before  an  auditor,  was  described  as  **  to  be  tried  by  the  county 
**  court,  at  the  term  next  to  be  holden,  &c,"  it  was  heH,  to  be  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion of  the  time  and  place  of  trial,  and  that  the  depoaition  was  properly  received. 
CkvrdUU  y.  Brigge,  498. 

DEMXJRREB,  S^Pueadino. 

DEPXTTY  SHERIFF,  See  Sheriff. 

DEVISE,  See  Donatio  Mortis  Causa;  Chancx&t. 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA. 

1.  A  gift  of  real  estate  cannot  be  sustained  as  a  dcmatio  moiiii  canto.  Meach  v. 
MmcH  et  oLy  691. 

2.  A  gift  of  all  the  donor*s  personal  property,  in  prospect  of  death,  is  a  valid  dbnatio 
mortU  camta.    lb, 

8.  M.  being  desperately  sick,  in  prospect  of  death,  executed  to  his  wife,  a  deed  in  the 
common  form,  of  all  his  real  estate,  and  at  the  same  time  executed  a  separate 
deed  to  her,  of  all  his  personal  property,  consisting  of  the  stock  on  his  farm,  and 
choses  in  action.  Both  deeds  were  duly  recorded.  M.  continued  hopelessly 
sick  for  a  little  more  than  a  m<nith  after  the  execution  of  the  deeds,  when  he 
died.  Upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance,  it  was  held^ —  1st,  That  the  deed  ci 
the  real  estate  could  not  be  sustained  as  a  post-fM^yiia/  settlement,  nor  could  it  be 
construed  and  carried  into  effect  as  a  testamentary  disposition  of  the  donor's 
property,  it  not  being  within  the  Statute  of  wills,  nor  as  a  donatio  mortit  causa. 
2d,  That  the  deed  of  the  personal  property  was  valid  as  a  donatio  mortie  caicsa.  /6. 

4.  The  qaestion  of  what  amount  of  property  can  pass  by  a  donatio  mortis  cauaa  con- 
sidered,    lb. 

DOWER,  See  Chancery  81. 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  The  estate  and  right  of  possession  are  given  to  the  mortgagee  by  our  statute,  after 
condition  broken,  and  he  may  afler  condition  broken,  sustain  his  action  of  eject- 
ment, against  the  mortgagor  or  his  grantees,  without  notice  to  quit.  Pierce  t. 
Brown,  166. 

2.  Upon  the  death  of  a  mortgagee  before  foreclosure,  his  right  and  interest  in  the 
mortgaged  prcmirtcs  vest  in  his  executor  or  administrator,  to  be  administered  as 
assets  belonging  to  the  estate.    Jb, 

8.  Where  A.  was  tenant  under  the  mortgagor,  and  afterwards  purchased  the  xiKMrt- 
gage,  (after  condition  broken,)  and  at  the  same  tune  notified  the  mortgagor  that 
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he  held  the  premiMs  under  the  mortgage,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  repndiation 
of  the  tenancy,  and  a  dissolution  of  that  relation,  and  that  his  possession  there- 
after wag  adverse,  and  that  there  was  no  necessity  of  surrendering  the  possession 
to  the  mortgagor,  and  then  bringing  his  action  of  ejectment,  for  A.  had  such  title 
and  possession,  as  would  enable  him  to  sustain  an  action  for  trespass  committed 
while  holding  such  adverse  possession.    lb. 

See  FoRCiBLB  Emtrt  and  Detainer  2. 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  Estoppels,  to  be  available,  where  there  is  more  than  one  party,  must  be  mutual, 
and  can  only  operate  upon  the  parties  to  the  issue,  and  those  who  stand  in  privity 
of  estate  or  descent.     Wright  v.  Ecaen  et  oL,  148. 

2.  If  one  has  a  special  interest  in  property,  which  he,  by  deed,  duly  executed,  re- 
leases and  discharges,  he  will  after  that  time  be  estopped  from  setting  up  that  in- 
terest    Waiworth  v.  Meadtboro,  252. 

See  Sale  4,  6;  Limitations  8;  Assumpsit  1;  Contract  7. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  receipt  for  property  attached,  a  deputy  sheriff,  to  whom  the 
execution  was  delivered,  is  a  competent  witness  to  testify  that  he  made  a  sea- 
sonable demand  of  the  property  of  the  officer  who  made  the  attachment,  and  of 
the  receiptor  of  the  property  so  attached.    Ferris  v.  Smitk^  27. 

2.  The  plaintiff  offered,  as  proof  of  an  acknowledgment  of  the  defendant,  (a  letter 
dated  March,  1845,  written  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  after  her 
marriage,  she  having  signed  a  note  with  the  defendant  before  her  marriage,)  that 
the  plaintiff's  wife  signed  the  note  as  his  surety,  that  he  was  under  obligation  to 
pay  the  note.  It  was  held, —  that  the  evidence  should  pass  to  the  jury,  under  in- 
structions from  the  court,  as  to  the  law  arising  from  the  facts,  as  they  shall  find 
them  to  exist  from  the  evidence.    JUttle  v.  Keyes  et  o/.,  118. 

3.  It  is  immaterial  when  an  acknowledgment  of  an  instrument  is  made,  if  done 
when  offered,  it  may  be  read  in  evidence.    Pierce  v.  Brown,  185. 

4.  The  old  rule,  that  the  witness  must  bo  able  to  swear  from  memory,  is  now  pretty 
much  exploded,  and  all  that  is  now  required  is,  that  the  witness  shall  be  able  to 
state  that  the  memorandum  is  correct;  he  may  then  read  it.  Doumer  y.  RoweU^ 
843. 

5.  Tlie  declarations  and  conversations  of  A.  and  the  m^er  of  the  note,  in  relation 
to  the  transfer,  if  a  continuing  negotiation,  and  said  between  the  parties  during 
the  arrangement,  are  admissible,  as  part  of  the  res  gestae,  Mardi  y.  Davis  et  oL^ 
368. 

6.  But  if  such  transfer  was  for  the  benefit  of  B.,  as  a  particular  creditor  of  A.,  and 
a  preference  merely,  among  his  creditors,  it  is  not  fraudulent    75. 

7.  Testimony  to  rebut  the  inference  of  fraud  arising  from  the  negotiation  and  trans- 
fer of  the  note  is  admissible.    lb, 

8.  The  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  is  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  note  void 
in  its  inception,  when  he  is  not  shown  to  be  directly  interested  in  the  event  of 
the  suit    Pecker  v.  Sawyer,  459. 
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9.  The  beftproofli  of  the  im)eeedings  of  a  (breignooQit,  are  ^e  original  rocoi^  bat 
the  testimony  nfnally  prodnoedf  is  either  a  sworn  copy,  by  one  who  has  com- 
pared it  with  the  original  proceedings,  or  an  exemplified  copy,  eertifled  by  the 
clerk  and  the  presiding  jndge,  and  the  seal  of  the  oonrt,  with  the  broad  seal  of 
the  province  or  kingdom,  to  the  appointment  of  the  judge,  with  ih»  proper  cer- 
tificate from  the  office  of  appointment ;  either  of  these  will  be  sufficient.  S^mdd- 
ing  eiaLy.  VmeefU^  501. 

10.^  Proof  of  the  written  law  of  a  foreign  country,  may  be  by  some  copy  of  the  law 
which  the  witness  can  swear  was  recognized  as  authoritatiTe  in  the  foreign  coon- 
try,  and  wliich  was  in  force  at  the  time.    Jh, 

11.  And  where  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  is  plead,  and  a  new  promise  replied,  it  is 
not  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  new  promise  by  hto  own  oath.    Jb, 

15.  No  different  proof  of  the  app<^tment  of  an  offioe^in  a  foreign  country,  is  re- 
quired, finom  that  at  home ;  proof  of  one  exercising  the  office  <fe/acto,  is  usually 
sufficient  in  either  case.    Jb. 

18.  In  an  actiofi  of  trespass  for  property,  which  the  defendant  claimed  was  fraudu- 
lently purchased  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  testimony  of  other  irandulent 
dealings  between  the  parties  about  the  same  time  of  the  one  in  question,  is  ad- 
missible, and  should  go  to  the  jury.    Pierce  y.  Han/mam  et  aL,  626. 

14.  In  an  action,  in  favor  of  the  indorsee,  on  a  promissory  note  dated  in  New  York, 
and  made  payable  in  OrweU,  Vermont,  where  the  indofsee  redded,  the  maker  and 
indonK>rs  all  residing  without  this  State,  the  said  note  being  protested  for  non- 
payment at  the  Bank  of  Orwell.  It  was  held,  that  the  certificate  and  formal 
protest  of  a  deceased  notary  were  admissible  as  evidence  of  demand  and  notice. 
Atutinr,  Wtbm  ei  al^  BSO, 

16.  It  was  also  held,  that  it  is  not  essential,  that  the  entire  record  of  the  notary 
should  be  made  at  the  very  moment  of  the  transaction,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  done 
within  a  few  days,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.    lb. 

£(0ePROMi80ORTNoTE8  6;  SalbS;  AsflUXPsrrS;  ATTACiniEirr4;  CollbctobS: 
GRAifD  List  6,  7 ;  Dkbd  6,  7 ;  Practice  11, 12, 21 ;  Pateitt  8. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  An  execution  prtma/acia  should  follow  the  writ.     Wri^  v.  Baten  e<  at,  143. 

2.  If  new  facts  arise  before  the  issuing  of  an  execution,  by  wliich  the  debtor  is  exk- 
titled  to  have  it  issue  against  his  goods  and  chattels  only,  he  may  pursue  his  right 
on  habeas  corpus.    Jb. 

8.  If  there  has  been  a  stay  of  execution,  and  the  party  prevented  from  issuing  the 
same,  execution  may  issue  after  the  year,  without  scire  facias^  and  if  a  judg- 
ment be  with  cesset  exectOio,  by  agreement  until  such  a  time,  there  need  be  no 
scire faciasy  until  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  time  agreed  upon,  even  though  such 
cessei  is  not  entered  upon  the  roll.    Porter  v.  VaMghn,  211. 

See  Attachxkht  1. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS,  See  ADMunrrRATORs;  Probatb 

Court. 


INDEX.  697 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  A  case  brought  into  the  Supreme  Ck>urt  on  exceptions,  is  heard  and  decided  as 
if  it  were  pending  upon  a  writ  of  error.    BkdgtU  ▼.  Adam»^  28. 

2.  The  plaintiffs  took  an  appeal  from  the  commissioners  on  the  estate  of  S.  B. 
Wales,  but  neglected  to  file,  in  the  county  court,  a  certified  copy  of  the  prr  ceed- 
ings  in  the  probate  court,  with  proper  evidence  that  notice  of  such  appeal  has 
been  given  to  the  adverse  party  according  to  the  order  of  the  probate  court,  as 
provided  by  statute,  and  also  for  the  period  of  about  six  months  no  notice  was 
given  to  the  adverse  party,  of  such  appeal.  The  county  coui;^,  on  motion,  dis- 
missed the  cause  as  being  irregularly  in  court  Upon  this  state  of  facts,  it  was 
held,  that  if  the  court  below,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretionary  power,  have 
refused  to  retain  the  case,  and  have  ordered  it  dismissed,  that  decision  must  be 
conclusive  between  the  parties,  and  cannot  be  re-examined  by  the  supreme 
court  on  exceptions.    RuL  4"  BwL  R,  R.  Cb.  v.  Adm*r  of  WaleSy  299. 

See  Practicb  16. 

FACTOR. 

1.  In  absence  of  special  directions  as  to  price,  a  factor  is  to  sell  for  the  fair  value 
or  market  price ;  and  if  the  factor  acts  in  utter  disregard  of  his  duty  as  factor,  by 
selling  at  an  under  price,  he  will  be  compelled  to  account  for  the  goods  at  their 
fair  value  or  market  price.    Bigehw  etoLy,  WaOcer^  149. 

2.  Where  A.  turned  out  or  pledged  goods  to  B.,  with  an  understanding  that  B. 
should  dispose  of  them  through  the  agency  of  a  factor,  and  credit  A.  the  amount 
of  sales,  and  B.  committed  the  goods  to  a  factor  to  be  sold,  and  took  his  receipt 
for  them,  it  was  held,  that  B.  was  the  projier  party  to  resort  to  the  factor  for  the 
performance  of  his  contract.    Ih, 

3.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  whatever  amount  was  rightfully  due  from  the  factor 
may  be  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  fund  provided  by  A.,  to  bo  applied  in  sat- 
isfaction of  bis  indebtedness  to  B.,  and  that  B.  was  not  at  liberty  wholly  to  dis- 
regard it,  and  claim  the  entire  balance  of  his  debt  of  A.,  as  if  no  such  means  of 
satisfaction  had  ever  been  at  B.>  command.    lb. 

See  AoEicT. 
FALSE  IMPRISONMENT,  See  Justice  of  the  Peace  1. 

FORCIBLE  ENTRY  AND  DETAINER. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  entered  upon  the  farm  of  the  lessor,  under  a  contract,  or  pflroF 
lease,  for  one  year  with  the  stipulations,  that  he  would  carry  on  the  farm  in  a 
good  husband-like  manner,  build  a  certain  piece  of  fence,  cut  certain  bushes, 
gather  the  stones  in  a  particular  field,  feed  and  take  care  of  lessor's  cattle  upon 
said  farm,  and  not  cut  growing  timber  upon  said  farm  for  fuel,  &c. ;  it  was  held, 
that  evidence  proving  a  breach  of  such  stipulations,  will  not  sustain  an  action  on 
the  statute  for  "  forcible  entry  and  detainer,."  and  entitle  the  lessor  to  recover  the 
possession  of  the  premises,  before  the  expiration  of  the  year.  Hatdky  v.  Hacenty 
520. 

2.  Chapt.  44,  S  80  of  the  Comp.  Statutes,  provides,  ^  that  when  th»  lessee  of  any 
"  lands,  whether  by  writing  or  parol,  shaU  hold  possession  of  the  same  viOoirt 

xxiY.  45 
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**  ri^tj  after  breach  of  any  gtipnlations  contained  in  the  lea»e  by  the  lessee,  the 
**  person  entitled  to  the  possession  may  be  restored,  &c.*'  It  was  held,  that  the 
evident  iiitention  of  this  act,  was  to  give  summary  relief  in  those  cases,  where, 
for  breach  of  »ach  stiptilations,  the  action  of  ejectment  would  Ue.    lb. 

FORFEITURE. 

1.  Goarts  will  not  presume  any  fact  that  works  a  forfeiture  of  an  estate.  State  v. 
Atthmm  tt  al,  448. 

5.  That  which  wdhld  operate  to  forfeit  a  charter  granted  by  the  Ieg;islatnre,  cannot 
be  taken  advantage  of  by  a  stockholder  of  the  corporation,  in  an  action  brought 
against  him  for  the  recovery  of  assessments  on  his  stock.  The  State  alone  can 
claim  such  forfeiture.     Qmn.  and  Pau,  lUttn  R,  E.  Q>,  v.  BaiUy,  465. 

FOREIGN  COURT,  8tt  Evidbnce  9. 

FOREIGX  LAWS  AND  OFFICERS,  See  Evidekck  9,  10,  11,  12. 

FRAUD,  Set  Chajicert  7,  8,  28;  Eyidrnce  6, 18;  6AiUfE]iT2;  PBOMiasoKT 

Notes  10. 

GRAND  LIST. 

1.  Under  the  present  law,  the  alterations  made  in  the  grand  list  of  the  several  towns, 
*   by  the  committee  of  the  legislature  to  make  the  State  average  of  the  grand  list, 

only  alTect  State  taxes.    Spear  v.  Brainire^j  414. 

2.  Wliere  the  errors  and  defects  in  the  list  are  accidental  or  bona  Jide,  it  will  not 
render  the  list  void,  as  a  basis  of  taxation.    lb. 

8.  And  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  or  in  case,  the  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover more  thiin  his  actual  damage  resulting  from  the  irregularity  in  the  list.     Jb. 

4.  In  an  uction  for  money  had  and  received,  even  where  there  is  irregularity,  the 
plaintitr  cnnnut  recover  of  the  town  for  money  paid  for  State  taxes,  or  State 
school  taxes.     Jb. 

6.  The  provision  in  the  statute  in  regard  to  the  sixth  column  of  the  list  has  refer- 
ence to  a  time  prior  to  the  county  average,  being  required  to  be  deposited,  by  the 
listers  in  tlic  town  clerk's  office,  before  the  first  of  July,  and  the  clause  of  the 
statute  that  havA,  that  this  shall  be  the  amount  upon  which  all  taxes  shall  be  as 
sessed,  has  reference  to  those  years  in  which  there  is  no  appraisal  of  real  estate 
or  eli<e  it  i»  to  be  qualified  by  what  follows,  that  the  county  average  shall  be  add 
ed  or  deducted  fur  all  taxes,  and  the  State  average,  for  State  taxes.    lb. 

6.  It  was  not  necessary  that  listers  should  make  oath  to  the  correctne5(s  of  the 
grand  list,  prior  to  1841. .  ^ar  v.  7»&on,  420. 

.7.  The  existence  and  contents  of  a  grand  list  which  is  lost  or  destroyed,  may  be 
proved  by  parol.    lb. 

See  LiSTEBS  4. 

GUARDIAN,  See  Probate  Court. 

HABEAS  CORPUS,  See  Execution  2. 
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fflGHWAY. 

1.  Towns  mti8t,  when  railroads  obstruct  their  highways,  provide  a  suitable  and 
proper  by-way  for  the  public  to  pass  around  the  obstruction,  and  use  proper  and 
reasonable  precaution  to  divert  the  travel  from  such  highway  or  by-way  while 
they  remain  unsafe  for  tlie  public  use.    Batttf  v.  Dusobury^  156. 

a.  And  though  the  raibt)ad  be  bound  to  make  the  by-way,  and  fail  to  make  it  safe 
for  public  use,  this  will  not  exonerate  the  town  from  liability,  for  the  town  is  pri- 
marilv  liable  to  the  traveler,    lb. 

8.  Such  by-way  is  an  open  public  way  for  the  time  being,  and  the  town  must  make 
it  reasonably  safe  for  the  public  travel,  or  see  that  it  is  made  so  by  others.    Jb. 

4.  Towns  are  bound,  after  having  reasonable  notice  of  the  existence  of  obstmctioiis 
in  their  highways,  to  remove  them  or  make  safe  by-ways  to  pass  around  them, 
or  to  see  that  they  are  properly  made  by  others.    Jb, 

• 

6.  There  is  no  necessary  privity  between  the  traveler  and  any  one  but  the  towns, 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  highways.  The  towns  must  look  to  those  who  ob- 
struct their  highways  for  redress.  WiUard  v.  Ntwbwry^  22  Vt.  R.  468,  oonfinn- 
ed.    lb, 

6.  The  28th  Section  of  Chap.  22  of  the  Compiled  Statutes  of  1860,  provides,  "That 
"  when  the  public  good,  or  the  necessity  and  convenience  of  the  inhabitants  re 
"  quire  a  highway  to  be  laid  out,  on  the  line  between  two  taumi,  any  seven  or  more 
"  freeholders  may  make  application  to  the  selectmen  for  that  purpose."  And 
the  44th  Section  of  the  same  Chapter  provides,  "  That  if  the  selectmen  of  such 
"  towns  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  lay  out  such  highway,  and  in  no  other  case, 
"  any  seven  or  more  freeholders  may  make  application  to  the  coimty  court  for 
"  the  appointment  of  coramissioners  for  that  purpose."  Under  the  provisions  of 
the!>e  two  sections,  it  was  held,  that  commissioners  had  conferred  upon  them  the 
same  powers,  and  the  performance  of  the  same  duties,  and  none  other,  that  were 
given  to  the  selectmen  under  such  petition,  when  pending  before  them.  In  ike 
matter  of  Bridpori,  176. 

7.  And  where  the  road  petitioned  for  is  wholly  in  one  town,  and  upon  the  reftisal  or 
'   neglect  of  the  selectmen  of  said  town  to  lay  such  road,  commissioners  are  ap- 
pointed by  the  county  court,  it  was  held,  that  the  powers  of  the  commissioners 
in  such  case,  are  co-extensive  with  those  of  the  selectmen  of  the  town,  and  that 
the  commissioners  can  only  act  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  town,    lb, 

8i  Where  commissioners  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  Sections  28  and  44  of 
Chapter  22  of  the  Compiled  Statutes  of  1860,  laid  the  road  wholly  in  one  town, 
and  it  appeared  from  their  i*eport  that  the  road  could,  except  for  a  short  distance 
in  one  or  two  places,  as  well  have  been  laid  cm  the  Hne  of  both  towns  as  by  the  side 
of  said  line,  it  was  held,  that  the  commissioners  exceeded  their  power  and  aa- 
thority,  and  that  the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  establishing  a  highway  so 
laid,  on  petition,  would  be  set  aside.    lb. 


9.  Commissioners,  appointed  under  the  statute,  to  apportion  to  towns  the  share  of 
expense  each  shall  bear,  in  the  construction  of  bridges  and  roads,  where  one  town 
is  fouud  to  be  excessively  burdened,  by  defraying  the  whole  expense,  and  other 
towns  are  benefitted  by  the  construction  of  the  same,  cannot  make  an  apportion- , 
ment  in  specific  sums  of  money,  to  be  paid  by  each  town,  but  are  to  settle  and 
define  the  ratio  of  expense  to  which  each  shall  be  subjected.  Roakingham  tt  aL 
V.  Wtstmifuterf  288. 
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10.  And  where  the  commistiooen  found  the  expense  of  the  constmctioD  of  a  bridge 
to  be  $1,890  20,  and  apportioned  $000  to  one  town,  and  $150  to  another  town,  of 
that  aiun,  and  the  coonty  coort,  hi  pawing  npon  the  repot,  regarded  the  aams 
apportioned  to  the  respective  towns,  not  a«  the  amount  they  are  actoally  obliged 
to  pay,  but  as  fixing  with  the  estimated  expense  of  the  bddge,  the  ratio  whlc^ 
they  are  liable  to  have  apportioned,  and  accq>ted  the  report  and  adopted  as  the 
rath  of  apportionment  the  sum  that  $600  bear»  to  $1,890,  in  the  one  case,  and  the 
sum  of  $160  bears  to  $1,890  in  the  other.  It  was  held,  upon  application  for  tiie 
writ  of  eerthrarij  that  the  petitioners  had  no  ri^t  to  complain  of  this  apportion- 
ment, and  that  there  was  not  such  error  in  the  decision  of  the  county  court  as 
to  entitle  the  petitioners  to  this  remedy,    lb, 

8u  Practices. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  the  right  or  coase  of  actioH  accrues  during  coverture,  the  husband  may 
sue  akme.  So  if  the  right  of  action  is  inchoate  before  marriage  and  consummate 
after,  the  husband  may  sue  alone,  or  join  the  wife;  but  in  no  case  must  the  wife 
be  joined,  except  where  the  cause  of  action  would  suryive  to  her.  LUde  t.  Keye* 
el  oL,  118. 

See  Book  Accou2st  4;  Chakckbt  86,  87,  88, 89,  40,  41;  LmrrATiORS  1, 1. 

^DICTMENT  AND  INFORMATION,  See  Nuisahce  1;  CnniDiaL  Law. 

INFANT,  See  Contract  18, 14;  Probate  Court  4. 

INSANITY. 

Whenever  a  man  loses  his  memory  and  understanding,  he  is  entitled  to  legal  pro- 
tection, whether  such  loss  is  occasioned  by  his  own  imprudence  or  miscondact, 
or  by  the  act  of  providence.    BKt$  v.  Omn.  and  Pa«s.  Ritert  R,  R.  Co.,  424. 

INSOLVENT  LAWS  OF  MASSACHUSETTS,  See  Promissory  Notes  1. 

JUDGMENT,  See  Truster  Process  8. 

JURISDICTION,  See  Book  Accoukt  1, 2,  8 ;  Chaxcert  1, 2 ;  Justice  of  the 

Peace  2;  Probate  Court  1, 8. 

JURY. 

The  finding  of  the  facts  by  the  jury  is  conclusive,  and  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
they  have  neglected  to  conform  to  the  instructions  given,  or  misapprehended 
their  legal  effect.     Walworih  v.  Readtboro,  262. 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

1.  In  a  suit  ngninst  a  justice  for  false  imprisonment  on  a  capiai  that  he  signed;  all 
that  is  requisite  for  him  to  show  is,  that  the  original  writ  described  the  debtor  as 
a  nou-residcnt^  and  that  he  signed  the  writ  supposing  such  to  be  the  fact.  IVriffht 
V.  Bnzen  et  al,  148. 

2.  Sound  policy  requires,  in  this  State,  that  the  some  rule  of  construction  l>e  ex- 
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tended  in  fayor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  justices  of  the  peace,  as  is  done  in  favor  of 
courts  of  general  jurisdiction.    Jb. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT,  See  Forcibub  Ektrt  axd  Dxtainkb. 

UCENSE  LAW,  See  Sale  10,  11. 
LIEN,  See  Tbover  1 ;  Attacbmxkt  1, 2, 8. 

LIMITATIONS. 

1.  A  feme  covert  cannot  make  a  promise  express  or  Implied,  in  her  own  rigjfat,  while 
living  with  her  husband^  to  remove  the  statute  bar,  and  if  after  her  intermar- 
riage she  makes  part  payment  of  a  debt  contracted  before  marriage,  it  will  not 
constitute  an  implied  promise,  so  as  to  take  the  account  out  of  the  statute  if  the 
six  years  has  run.    Farrar  v.  Bet»ey  ei  «».,  89. 

2.  And  no  promise  of  the  husband,  which  can  affect  the  rights  of  his  wife,  under 
the  statute  of  limitations,  can  be  implied  from  part  payment,  by  him,  of  a  debt 
contracted  by  his  wife,  while y*eme  adU,    lb. 

8.  B.  commenced  his  action  upon  two  promissory  notes  dated  March  2, 1882,  exe- 
cuted by  S.  to  B.,  to  wliich  S.  plead  the  statute  of  limitations.  B.,  to  remove 
the  statute  bar,  relied  upon  the  following  agreement  entered  upon  the  back  of  the 
two  notes,  signed  by  the  defendant  S.,  under  date  of  August  19,  1841,  in  these 
words:  '*  I  hereby  agree  that  I  will  not  take  any  advantage  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations on  the  within  two  notes."  The  court  held  that  this  agreement  removed 
the  statute  bar,  and  that  S.  was  technically  estopped,  by  his  agreement,  firom 
making  this  defense.    Burton  v.  Stevens,  181. 

4.  A  claim  that  arose  under  the  statute  of  limitations  passed  in  1797,  but  not  being 
barred,  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1882,  is,  in  terms,  controlled  by  that  act, 
after  it  took  effect.    Boyce  v.  Hmrl,  620. 

6.  And  it  was  held,  that  the  distinction  between  the  act  of  1797  and  1882,  is,  in  fact, 
this, —  that  in  the  former,  if  the  statute  began  to  run,  it  continued  to  run,  whfle 
under  the  latter,  the  debtor  must  either  remain  in  the  State,  or  leave  sufficient 
known  property  here,  out  of  which  his  debt  could  be  satisfied,  or  else  the  statute 
would  not  produce  a  bar.    lb, 

6.  And  this  property  must  be  estate  real  or  personal,  unembarrassed,  and  which  is 
liable  to  be  levied  upon  for  the  satis&ction  of  the  debt;  and  this  estate  should  so 
continue,  during  the  whole  period  of  the  debtor's  absence  from  the  State,  in  or- 
der to  continue  the  operation  of  the  statute,  or  the  statute  of  limitations  would 
cease  to  run.    lb, 

USTEBS. 

1.  The  appraisals  and  assessments  which  listers  are  commissioned  to  make,  (as 
also,  whenever  it  is  the  evident  intention  of  the  law  that  they  shall  act  solely 
upon  their  own  judgment  and  discretion,)  are  of  a  judicial  character,  and  they 
incur  no  personal  responsibility,  when  not  actuated  by  malice.  Fairbanks  ^  Cb. 
V.  KUtredge  ei  at,  9. 

2.  But  in  regard  to  the  other  duties  enjoined  upon  the  listers,  their  acts,  for  the 
most  part,  if  not  universally,  are  ministerial.    Jb, 
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8.  The  duty  of  the  listen  under  the  act  of  1847,  Section  1,  to  **  set  in  the  list  the 
**  appraised  value  of  all  real  and  personal  estate  in  each  school  district  severallj,*' 
was  in  its  character  wholly  ministerial,    lb, 

4.  And  where  the  members  of  a  firm  carried  on  business  in  school  district  number 
1,  and  their  personal  property,  on  the  first  day  of  April,  1848,  was  m  said  dis^ct, 
except  such  as  they  had  sent  abroad  for  sale ;  it  was  held,  that  the  statute  does 
not  authorixe  an  ideal  separation  of  their  joint  property,  so  as  to  set  a  portion  of 
the  property  in  school  district  number  2,  where  one  of  the  partners  resided,  but 
the  property  should  be  designated  as  being  in  school  district  number  1,  where  a 
portion  was  actually  situated, —  where  the  partnership  business  was  carried  on, 
and  where  a  majority  of  the  partners  resided.    lb. 

6.  And  if  the  firm  suffer  any  Injury  and  damage  from  the  listers  setting  their  prop- 
erty or  a  part  thereof  in  some  other  school  district,  they  will  be  liable,  and  the 
firm  can  sustain  an  action  against  them.    lb, 

8u  Gbakd  List. 


MANDAMUS,  See  Practice  22. 

MERGER,  See  Chakcebt. 

MORTGAGE,  See  Chamcebt  7,  8,  9, 10,  61, 62;  Deed  1. 

MOTION. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  a  suit  must  be  for  causes  apparent  on  the  face  of  &e  written 
proceedings,  and  that  which  requires  proof  eUiunde  can  only  l>e  taken  advantage 
of  by  plea,  and  issue  joined  thereon.  Cbtm,  and  Pau.  Rwer$  R,  R,  Co,  v.  EkeELey^ 
465.* 

fiee  Abatement  2,  4 ;  Affeal  2 ;  Book  Account  8 ;  Pleading  1 ;  Excspnoss  2. 

NONSUIT,  See  Book  Account  6. 
NOTICE,  See  Practice. 

NUISANCE.' 

1.  Where  the  fee  of  land  is  vested  in  a  town,  or  in  an  individual,  yet  if  the  use 
and  occupancy  be  in  the  public,  as  a  highway  or  common,  any  obstmctioa 
thereof  is  a  nuisance,  for  which  the  persons  making  such  obstruction,  may  be 
presented  by  indictment    SMU  v.  AUanMn  et  oL^  448. 

2.  A  public  common  in  such  case,  may  be  described  as  a  highway.    lb, 

OFFICER,  See  Process  2. 
OFFSET,  See  Review  1 ;  Sale  11. 

PARTIES. 

The  enactment,  that  the  town  **  shall  be  liable  to  make  good  all  damages,**  &c.,  is 
held  to  render  them  immediately  answerable  for  the  official  misconduct  or  neg- 
lect of  the  officer,  to  any  person  sustaining  injury  thereby.  This  is  neither  more 
nor  less  than  the  liability  of  the  officer  himself.     Both  are  made  liable  in  the 
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same  form  of  action,  and  may  be  subjected  upon  the  same  evidence.  Henoe,  a 
joint  action  can  be  sustained  against  the  two  parties  liable.  Lyman  v.  Wmcbor 
€t  al.,  575. 

See  Factor  2;  Promissobt  Notes  6;  Pleading  4. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  Where  goods  were  delivered  before  any  publication  of  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  and  the  retiring  partner  still  remained  in  the  store,  though  in  the 
capacity  of  clerk,  but  with  the  old  sign  up,  it  was  held,  that  the  credit  must  be 
regarded,  a»  fairly  given  to  the  partnership,  and  that  the  vendor  of  the  goods,  m 
regard  to  dealings  was  entitled  to  the  same  notice,  as  if  the  first  dealing  had  been 
before  the  actual  dissolution  of  the  copartnership.  Aimdoum  et  al.  v.  Osgood  et 
oL,  278. 

2.  A  partner,  who  was  known  to  be  a  member  of  the  firm,  upon  retiring  from  the 
firm,  must  publish  notice  of  such  retirement,  in  some  newspaper  where  advertise- 
ments are  inserted,  and  published  in  the  place  where  the  business  is  done,  in  order 
to  shield  himself  from  liability  for  the  future  debts  of  the  firm,  to  those,  even, 
with  whom  they  had  had  no  previous  dealings.     Simonds  v.  Strong  et  ai.,  642. 

3.  And  as  to  those  with  whom  the  firm  have  had  dealings,  actual  notice  is  requisite. 
Preniigs  v.  Sinclair ,  5  Vt.  149.     Jb. 

See  Trustee  Process  1. 

PATENT. 

1.  "Where  a  person  held  a  patent  for  an  improvement  in  making  friction  matches,  the 
invention  being  only  a  new  combination  of  old  materials  before  in  use,  consist- 
ing in  a  composition  formed  of  phosphorus,  with  the  earthy  material  and  the 
glutinous  substance  only,  without  the  presence  of  chlorate  of  potash,  or  of  any 
other  like  objectionable  ingredient;  it  was  held,  that  any  person  may  use  any 
one,  or  all  the  materials  forming  the  composition,  in  making  matches,  provided 
he  does  not  use  them  in  the  combination  patented,  or  that  any  one  may  lawfully 
use  them  for  such  purpose,  in  combination  with  chlorate  of  potash, -as  they  were 
formerly  used.    Byam  et  al  v.  EdJy^  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ck)urt,)  666. 

2.  But  a  mere  colorable  diflerence  or  slight  variation  of  the  combination,  would  not 
exempt  a  person  from  the  charge  of  infringement.    Jb. 

8.  The  defendant,  upon  the  service  of  an  injunction,  having  executed  a  bond  to  the 
plaintiiTs,  acknowledging  the  validity  of  the  patent,  and  the  plaintifia'  right  to 
all  that  is  granted  by  it.  Held,  that  it  is  no  evidence  of  a  breach  of  the  injunc- 
tion, further  than  the  recital  in  it,  that  the  defendant  had  infringed  the  patent, 
may  have  a  tendency  to  establish  such  breach ;  and  that  the  inference  or  pre- 
sumption arising  from  it  may  be  overcome  by  credible  and  positive  testimony. 
lb. 

PAYMENT. 

1.  Where  there  vtm  an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  a  promissory  note  at  the 
time  it  was  executed,  that  a  book  account,  in  favor  of  the  maker  and  against  the 
payee,  should  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  note  upon  settlement,  and  the  amount 
due  on  book  exceeded  the  amount  due  on  the  note  at  the  time  the  note  was  in- 
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doned,  the  fact  being  proved  it  a  sufficient  defense  to  a  suit  brong^t  by  an  in- 
dorsee to  recover  the  valne  of  the  note  of  the  maker,  when  the  note  was  indoraed 
over  due.    Pecker  v.  Sotryer,  469. 

S.  The  case  of  Nkkob  v.  BolgaU^  2  Aiken  188,  considered  and  confinned.    Ih. 

Su  Sale  11. 

PLEADING. 

1.  Tliat  which  goes  to  the  whole  merits  of  the  action,  cannot  properly  be  pleaded 
in  abatement,  nor  can  it  be  tried  on  a  motion  to  dismiss.  Peck  tt  id.  v.  Bartmm 
ami  Tnut*ty  76. 

5.  If  a  declaration  is  defective,  that  question  should  be  made  upon  demurrer  or  in 
arrest  of  judgment.    BedU  v.  OhntiteadL,  114. 

8.  James  H.  Farrar  commenced  an  action  in  general  assumpsit  by  his  guardian,  H. 
D.  Farrar,  nnd  the  defendants  plead  in  abatement,  that  H.  D.  Farrar  was  not  a 
legal  guardian  of  the  minor,  and  had  no  right  to  commence  the  action.  The 
question  arising  upon  demurrer,  as  to  the  legality  of  the  appointment  of  the 
guardian,  it  was  kM,  that  so  long  as  the  decree  of  the  probate  court  making  the 
appointment,  remained  unappealed  from,  or  unreversed,  this  court  is  bound  by 
the  abjudication  of  the  probate  court,  and  that  third  persons  cannot  plead  the 
matter  in  abatement  of  suits  commenced,  and  in  this  collateral  manner  nullify  the 
decrees  of  the  probate  court.    Farrar  v.  (Hmgtead  ei  tcse.,  128. 

4.  Scire  facias  against  one  of  two  joint  recognizors,  and  the  administrators  of  the 
other,  is  clearly  a  misjoinder,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  on  demurrer,  where 
it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration.     Treasurer  y.  FrioU  et  oLy  184. 

6.  If  one  assume  to  justify,  by  special  process  of  caputs,  he  should  in  his  plea,  state 
such  fhcts  OS  justify  that  form  of  process.     Wright  v.  ffaten  tt  at,  148. 

6.  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  the  neglect  of  the  town  clerk  to  prepare  and 
keep  an  a^abet  or  index^  in  order  to  show  that  the  damage  he  sustained,  was 
the  result  of,  and  caused  by  this  neglect  of  the  town  clerk,  set  forth  in  his  declara- 
tion the  following  averments  or  statement :  ^  That  upon  the  occasion  of  the  ne- 
**  gotiation  and  purchase  of  the  premise  by  the  plaintiff,  and  before  completing 
^  the  same,  and  for  the  purpose  of  as.«uring  himself  that  the  premises  were  free 
**  from  incumbrance,  he  made  an  examination  of  the  records  of  deeds  in  the  town 
**  clerk's  office,  and  by  reason  of  there  being  no  alphabet,  index  or  reference  point- 
^  ing  to  that  mortgage  deed,  or  the  record  thereof,  he  was  caused  and  led  to  be- 
^  lleve,  and  did  believe  that  there  was  no  incumbrance  upon  the  same,  and  that 
**  thereupon  he  completed  and  closed,  on  the  Slst  day  of  March,  1845,  his  pur- 
"  chase  of  the  premises.*'  It  was  held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  fact  is  suf- 
ficiently stated  that  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  result  of,  and  caused  by 
that  neglect  of  the  town  clerk.    Hunter  v.  Windwr  et  al,  827. 

7.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver  in  the  declaration  that 
the  plaintiff  made  a  specific  request  for  the  index  or  afyhcAel,    lb. 

8.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  the  words,  "  debts  now  due,"  in  the  act  of  1848,  divid- 
ing the  town  of  Windsor  into  Windsor  and  West  Windsor,  should  be  held  as 
synonymous  with  the  word  liabilities,  whether  arising  ex-comtradM  or  ex^dteUcto. 
lb, 

9.  Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  against  the  town  and  town  clerk,  for  a  breach 
of  official  duty  on  the  part  of  the  town  clerk,  set  forth  in  his  declaration,  the 
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aTerments,  in  substance,  that  the  town  derk,  being  inquired  of  by  the  plaintiff, 
at  the  time  of  their  negotiation,  (the  said  negotiation  being  with  the  town  clerk 
for  the  pnrchase  of  certain  lands,)  whether  there  was  any  incombrance  of  record 
upon  the  land  which  he  was  about  to  purchase,  and  being  requested,  if  there 
was,  to  show  the  record  of  it  to  the  plaintiff,  neglected  and  refused  to  show  the 
record,  and  did  not  disclose  the  fact  that  such  incumbrance  existed,  but  con- 
cealed the  same.  The  inquiring  and  request  of  the  plaintiff,  being  alledged  to 
have  been  addressed  to  the  defendant  in  his  official  capacity,  and  his  conduct 
which  ensued,  being  also  alledged  in  the  same  character,  it  was  fteU^  that  the 
facts  alledged  are  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  redress  under  the  statute. 
lA/man  v.  WUndaor  ei  aL,  676. 

10.  And  where  it  was  further  charged,  that  although  defendant  Edgerton  knew  the 
plaintiff  to  be  ignorant  of  the  incumbrance,  he  concealed  the  fact  of  its  exist- 
ence, furnishing  no  clue  or  guide  by  which  tiie  record  of  it  might  be  discovered, 
kelif  that  an  official  ne^ect  and  violation  of  duty  are  sufficiently  alledged.  And 
that  the  additional  averments  of  this  count,  that  the  plaintiff  was  thus  induced  to 
complete  his  purchase,  believing  the  land  to  be  unincumbered,  except  by  the 
lease  to  Dunbar  and  White,  and  was  consequently  obliged  to  incur  a  heavy  loss 
by  the  reason  of  the  previous  mortgage  to  George  and  Edward  Curtis,  held  that 
a  legal  cause  of  action  is  here  stated,  as  well  against  the  defendant  town,  as 
against  the  town  clerk.    76. 

11.  And  it  was  keU,  that  the  liability  of  the  town,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  is 
equally  original  and  direct  as  that  of  their  delinquent  town  clerk  or  constable. 
And  that  no  previous  recovery  or  suit  against  the  officer,  is  necessary  in  order  to 
perfect  a  right  of  action  against  the  town  for  his  default    lb, 

8u  Agekt  8,  4 ;  Contract  16 ;  Nui&ancb  1,2;  Practice  6 ;  Probatx  Court  2 ; 

Promissory  Notb  7. 

POSSESSION,  See  Chaxcert  46,  47,  46;  Trespass  2;  Trespass  Quare  Clau 

SUM  Frbgit  2, 8. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  If  on  trial  in  the  court  below,  the  court  charged  the  jury  on  qncstions,  some  of 
which  may  be  doubtful,  or  even  if  there  is  error;  yet  if  from  the  whole  case  it 
clearly  appears  that  on  another  trial  a  similar  verdict  must  inevitably  be  render- 
ed, a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted.     Waboorth  v.  ReaddtorOy  262. 

2.  If  a  question  is  not  raised  in  the  court  below,  it  cannot  be  urged  or  insisted  upon 
as  forming  any  ground  of  error  in  the  supreme  court  Arndfown  etoL  y,  Otgood 
et  al,  278. 

8.  If  the  orator  claim  an  account  on  certahi  obligations  set  forth  in  his  bill,  which  are 
denied  in  the  answer,  but  other  and  different  obligations  admitted  in  the  answer, 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  orator  to  an  account,  upon  the  basis  of  an  answer;  and 
the  orator  desires  to  have  an  account  taken  even  upon  the  basis  of  the  answer,  in 
the  event  of  failing  to  compel  the  account,  which  he  claims,  in  his  bill ;  he  should 
obtain  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  alledging  in  the  alternative,  the  facts  ad- 
mitted in  the  answer.  But  if  instead,  the  answer  be  traversed,  and  on  trial,  the 
orator  faU  to  support  the  facts  relied  upon  in  his  bill,  he  cannot  fall  back  and 
claim  an  account,  upon  the  basis  of  the  answer.     Ormtby  v.  law,  486. 

4.  The  question  of  negligence  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact;  and  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  specifically  to  instruct  the  jury,  whether  the  facts,  which  the  testis 
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mony  tends  to  prove,  will,  if  found  by  them  to  be  true,  constitute  that  negligence 
which  will  defeat  the  action.     Trow  y,  R  Cemiral  JL  JL  Ok,  487. 

5.  Upon  a  petition  for  a  road,  the  first  committee  appointed  made  examination  and 
were  nearly  ready  to  report,  when  one  of  the  number  died.  It  thus  became 
necessary  to  have  some  one  appointed  in  his  place,  and  a  new  examination. 
Under  these  circumstances,  U  was  held,  that  this  increased  expense  was  neceasa- 
rily  incurred,  in  executing  the  commission,  and  must  be  regarded  as  taxable 
costs  in  the  suit,  as  much  as  any  other  portion  of  the  expense.  Butcard  ei  aL  r. 
OoUhetter  et  al,  644. 

6.  Upon  the  question,  how  far  it  was  competent  for  this  court,  in  a  case  standing  upon 
pleadings  and  demurrers,  to  revise  any  decision  of  the  county  court,  except  upon 
the  very  point  upon  which  the  case  was  made  to  turn  in  that  court,  it  ttas  held, 
that  if  the  judgment  is  found  erroneous,  and  reversed,  it  then  is  the  settled  prac- 
tice of  this  court  to  look  into  all  the  issues  standing  upon  the  record,  and  render 
such  a  judgment,  as  the  county  court  should  have  rendered.  TITref  etaLy. 
Farr,  646. 

7.  Upon  the  question,  how  far  it  was  necessary,  in  this  court,  for  either  party  to  state 
objections  to  testimony,  in  the  course  of  the  reading,  it  wu  held,  to  be  the  prac- 
tice of  this  court  to  hear  all  the  testimony  read,  in  bearing  appeals  from  chan- 
cery, which  was  read  in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  then  to  hear  the  parties  on 
all  questions  arising  on  the  merits,  and  on  all  formal  exceptional  properly  taken 
in  the  court  of  chancery,  and  which  appear  on  the  papers.  Ainsioortk  v.  Premtist 
€t  aL,  646. 

8.  The  party  who  merely  refers  to  cases,  in  his  opening  argument,  without  reading, 
is  understood  to  acquiesce  in  such  authorities  not  being  read ;  and  unless  they  are 
read  by  the  opposite  side,  he  is  not  strictly  entitled  to  take  Uiem  up  again.  QiU 
ler  V.  Ettate  of  Thomas,  647. 

9.  This  court  is  but  a  court  for  the  correction  of  errors  in  probate  case»,  the  same  as 
in  all  other  cases,  and  could  not,  with  any  propriety,  exercise  a  discretion  in  re- 
gard to  allowing  costs,  upon  trials  had  in  the  county  court.    Alien  v.  Biie,  647. 

10.  And  to  bring  any  such  questions  before  the  supreme  court,  the  matter  must  be 
decided  by  the  county  coiut,  and  their  decision,  and  the  grounds  upon  which  it 
is  made,  stated  upon  the  record,  with  the  objections  oi  the  party ;  and  if  any 
que^on  of  law  is  thus  raised,  it  may  probably  be  revised  by  the  supreme  ooort. 
lb. 

11.  In  the  case  of  a  petition  for  divorce,  the  testimony  of  neither  party  is  admissible 
on  the  main  issue.    Manchater  v.  Manchester,  649. 

12.  Nor  is  the  wife  a  competent  witness,  under  the  act  of  1852,  for  or  against  her 
husband,  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding.    76. 

18.  Where  there  was  an  appeal,  under  the  statute  of  1862,  from  a  decree  of  the 
chancellor  dissolving  an  injimction,  and  the  plaintifis  objected,  that  the  notice, 
being  merely  from  the  counsel,  and  not  from  any  order  of  the  court,  was  insuffi- 
cient ;  it  was  held,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient     JdbV  of  Smith  v.  AdnCr  of 
Wainwright,  660. 

14.  The  act  of  1862  provides,  that  the  appeal  "  shall  be  heard,  on  the  application  of 
"  either  party,  at  the  next  session  of  said  court  sitting  in  any  county  in  the  State, 
"  either  in  regular  or  circuit  session.'^  ffeid, — this,  in  terms,  contemplates  the 
next  session  afler  the  appeal,  if  there  is  time  to  give  notice  in  season  for  the 
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hearing  at  that  temif  and  if  not,  at  the  next  session,  at  which  such  notice  can  be 
given.    lb, 

15.  And  when  a  case  is  brought  into  such  term,  it  properly  belongs  to  the  docket  of 
that  county,  and  must  be  disposed  of,  the  same  as  the  other  business  of  the  term, 
at  the  regular  term,  if  the  time  is  sufficient,  and  if  not,  at  the  circuit  session  for 
that  circuit.     lb, 

16.  A  motion  to  recommit  the  report  of  an  auditor,  will  not  be  entertained  by  the 
supreme  court,  when  the  case  stands  upon  exceptions.    Hutchinttm  v.  Omon,  G64. 

17.  The  rule  of  trial,  on  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  dissolving  an 
injunction,  is  the  same  as  in  other  appeals,  and  the  parties  must  be  confined  ta 
the  evidence  used  before  the  chancellor.     Tarbel  v.  Wkiie  Rher  Bank  et  oL,  655. 

18.  The  party  making  the  motion,  is  to  go  forward  in  the  argument.    76. 

• 

19.  A  case,  brought  into  the  supieme  court,  standing  upon  issues  of  law,  on  de- 
murrer and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  being  reversed,  and  repleader 
awarded,  should  be  retained,  until  by  the  new  pleadings,  some  issue  of  fact  is 
joined  whereby  it  becomes  important  to  remand  the  case  to  the  county  court. 
Kmsman  v.  Pcdge^  656. 

20.  The  reversal  of  a  judgment  of  the  county  court,  only  opens  such  issues  as  were 
affected  by  the  errors,  for  which  the  judgment  is  reversed.    lb. 

31.  Where  there  were  apparently  two  perfect  records  of  the  proceedings  of  a  town 
meeting,  it  was  held,  that  jparo^  evidence  must  of  necessity  be  resorted  to,  to  de- 
termine which  is  the  legitimate  record.     Walter  v.  BekMng  et  a2.,  658. 

22.  And  where  the  books  of  record  of  the  town,  are  wrongfully ' held  by  a. person 
claiming  to  be  the  town  clerk,  the  writ  of  mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy ;  and  the 
same  may  with  propriety  be  supplicated  by  the  legal  tO¥m  clerk  himself;  but  if 
done  by  the  town  agent,  in  behalf  of  the  town,  is  no  such  fatal  irregularity,  as 
to  defeat  the  proceedings.    75. 

See  ExcEPnoNS  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

M.  as  principal  and  W.  as  surety,  executed  a  promissory  note  to  O.,  for  two  hun- 
dred dollars.  M.  made  a  contract  with  G.,  in  which  G.  agreed,  on  the  payment 
of  one  hundred  dollars  on  the  said  note,  within  two  days,  that  neither  of  the 
signers  should  be  called  upon  for  the  balance,  until  certain  property,  placed  in 
G.'s  hands  as  security,  was  disposed  of,  and  if  not  disposed  of  within  six  months, 
interei«t  should  not  be  cast  after  that  time.  It  was  held,  that  th's  contract  did  not 
dischai^  W.,  the  surety,  from  his  liability,  though  made  without  his  knowledge 
or  consent.     Wheeler  etalv.  WathburUj  298. 

See  EviDKNCE. 

PROBATE  COURT. 

1.  The  orders  and  decrees  of  the  probate  court,  when  acting  within  the  sphere  of 
their  jurisdiction,  are  as  conclusive  as  the  orders  and  decrees  of  any  other  court 
acting  within  their  jurisdiction;  and  the  supreme  court  cannot,  in  a  collateral 
manner,  review  the  correctness  or  propriety  of  the  decrees,  or  of  any  matter 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court    Lawrence  v.  Engkdfif,  42. 
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5.  And  upon  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  an  administrator,  for  caiues  that  exiatud 
to  the  same  extent  when  the  decree  was  made,  as  they  did  at  the  tame  the  peti- 
tion was  bronght, —  the  administrator  pleads  the  deeree  of  the  probate  court  in 
bar  to  the  petition,  and  on  demnrrer,  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  was  sofBcient.    Ih, 

8.  And  also,  npon  those  in  interest  having  neglected  and  waived  an  appeal  from  tbe 
decree  appointing  the  administrator,  it  was  held,  tiiat  the  whole  matter  of  the 
petition  had  become  abjudicated,  and  all  interested  thereby  concluded.    7&. 

4.  When  a  minor  has  no  parent  living  who  is  authorised  to  act  as  his  guardian,  on 
application  of  such  minor  or  of  any  relative  or  friend,  the  probate  court  may 
appoint  some  suitable  person,  and  under  this  provisien  of  the  statute,  whenever 
the  appointment  of  a  guardian  is  made  by  the  probate^oonrt,.  notice  is  not  re- 
quired to  be  given  to  anyone.    Farrar  v.  ObmUad  et ««.,  128. 

6.  The  statute  provision  requiring  the  final  decision  consequent  upon  an  appeal,  to 
be  certified  back  to  the  probate  court,  is  for  the  pnipose  of  enabling  the  probate 
court  to  conform  its  action  to  the  law  of  the  case  as  settled  upon  the  i4>peal; 
rather  than  to  restore  jurisdiction  or  to  furnish  notice  to  that  court  of  the  genersl 
result  of  the  appeal.    Green  etalv.  Chrk^  Jdm%  186. 

6.  Where  an  appeal  had  been  taken  from  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  establishing 
a  wUl,  and  a  final  decision  against  the  will,  (which  was  the  only  matter  involved 
In  the  appeal,)  had  been  regularly  made,  some  eight  years  before  the  appoint- 
ment in  controversy,  it  appearing  that  the  estate  was  not  adi^>ted  to  a  special 
and  limited  administration,  but  demanded  one  with  the  ordinary  powen  and  re- 
sponsibilities, it  was  held,  that  the  probate  court  could  rightfully  gcant  the  ad- 
ministration which  was  needed,  though  the  judgment  annulling  the  will  had  not 
been  certified  to  that  court  in  obedience  to  the  statute.    lb. 

7.  When  an  applicant  prosecutes  a  bond,  as  provided  in  the  Compiled  Statutes, 
p.  874,  Sec.  2,  having  obtained  permission  from  the  probate  court,  and  neglects  to 
cause  his  name  to  be  indorsed  on  the  writ,  as  prosecutor  of  the  same;  if  the  de- 
fendant goes  to  trial  on  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  or  has  a  trial  on  the  merits, 
and  the  case  passes  to  subsequent  terms  of  the  court,  it  is  a  waiver  of  the  ob- 
jection.   Probate  Qmri  v.  8ir(mgj  146. 

8.  And  where  the  applicant  at  the  time  of  the  return  of  the  writ,  lodges  a  certified 
copy  of  the  bond,  and  a  certificate  that  permission  has  been  granted  to  prosecute 
the  bond,  with  the  cleik,  it  is  sufficient  to  give  him  all  the  rights  of  a  preeecutor, 
though  the  clerk  neglects  to  make  his  entry  of  the  same.    Jb, 

9.  The  matter  of  appointing  and  removing  administratorB  is  a  matter  exclusivdy 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court,  and  a  decree  of  this  kind  cannot  be 
attacked  in  a  collateral  manner  more  than  any  other  judgment.  Steea,  Adm*r,  v. 
BetmeU  et  aL,  808. 

10.  The  probate  court  have  the  power,  so  long  as  the  case  is  pending  either  in  that 
court,  or  in  the  common  law  courts,  on  the  bond,  to  re-open  and  re-examine  any 
of  their  former  decrees  in  the  premises,  and  correct  all  errors,  irregularities  and 
mistakes.    Adams  v.  AdamSj  21  Vt  R.  162.    Frem^  etaiv,  Ifiasor,  402. 

11.  A  decree  in  the  probate  court,  that  an  administrator  ought  to  render  his  account 
is  not  a  final  decree.  Such  decree  is  regarded  as  affording  a  sufficient  basis 
upon  which  to  predicate  a  suit  upon  the  bond  given  to  secure  the  perfornuuooe 
of  the  orders  of  the  probate  court.    lb. 

12.  Probate  proceedings,  where  the  title  of  land  comes  in  question,  are  required  by 
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statate  to  be  recorded  in  the  town  clerk^s  office,  as  much  as  in  the  probate  office, 
and  unless  so  recorded  they  are  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  title.    Jtoj/ce  ▼. 

See  Appeal  2;  Plbadikg  8. 
PROCESS. 

1.  The  authority  issuing  a  writ  of  execution,  may  authorize  some  one  specially  to 
senre  the  same,  when  it  is  against  a  town.     Walter  v.  ^>flMwon,  651, 

2.  A  demand  made  upon  the  very  person  who  is  treasurer  of  the  town,  though  not 
made  upon  him  as  treasurer,  but  as  an  officer  of  the  town,  (if  made  twelve  days 
before  the  levy  of  the  execution,)  for  payment  of  the  execution,  is  sufficient   76. 

See  Pleading. 

PROMISSORY  NOTES  AND  BILLS  OP  EXCHANGE. 

1.  Where  a  note  was  neither  executed  nor  payable  in  Massachusetts,  nor  did  the 
plaintiff  or  his  factors  reside  there, — heldj  that  the  insolvent  laws  of  Massachu 
setts  could  have  no  operation  upon  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  factors,  with 
out  their  express  or  implied  consent    Blachnan  v.  Green  et  aZ.,  17. 

2.  When  the  purchaser,  for  goods  bought  of  commission  merchants  or  factors 
draws  the  note  payable  to  the  order  of  the  signers,  and  the  indorsement  was 
simultaneous  with  the  signing  of  the  note,  and  was  essential  to  render  the  instru 
ment  operative,  it  must  be  regarded  in  effect  as  a  note  to  the  plaintiff  or  the 
owner  of  the  goods.    lb, 

9,  And  ui>on  the  insolvency  of  the  signers  of  the  note,  if  the  factors  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  caused  the  note  to  be  presented  and  proved 
in  their  names,  though  this  might  be  sufficient  to  bar  them  of  all  other  and  inde 
pendent  remedies  in  respect  to  the  note,  it  wiU  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff; for  the  factors  cannot  by  virtue  of  their  Hen  for  commission,  put  the  plain- 
tiff's interest  in  manifest  jeopardy  by  resorting  without  necessity  to  an  unusual 
course,  at  least  until  they  have  given  him  notice  of  the  Uen  and  an  opportunity 
to  discharge  it.    lb, 

4.  It  is  now  regarded  as  settled  law  in  this  State,  that  a  person  beneficially  inter- 
ested in  a  simple  contract,  or  in  a  promissory  note,  may  sue  and  sustain  an 
action  in  his  own  name,  upon  the  same.    JUttL  ^  BurL  JR,  R.  Cb,  v.  Cble^  88. 

5.  And  where  C,  for  assessments  upon  stock  in  the  Rutland  and  Burlington  Rafl- 
road  Company,  gave  his  note,  ^  for  value  received  payable  to  the  order  of  Sam 
**uel  Henshaw,  treasurer,  &c."    It  was  hdd,  that  tiie  plaintiflb  might,  by  parol 
evidence,  show  that  they  are  the  persons  from  whom  the  consideration  moved, 
and  to  whom  the  note  was  in  fact  given.    lb, 

6.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  an  action  might  be  sustained  upon  the  note  in  the 
name  of  the  Corporation.    Jk 

7.  And  it  was  also  held,  that  in  declaring  upon  the  note,  it  was  not  necessary  for 
the  plaintiffs  to  alledge  in  their  declaration,  that  the  note  was  made  payable  to 
them,  by  the  name  of  their  treasurer.    lb, 

8.  A  promissory  note  made  on  Sunday,  but  not  delivered  until  some  other  day  is 
valid.     Gats  v.  Whitney,  187. 

9.  What  constitutes  a  delivery,    lb. 
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10.  If  A.  cause  a  note  payable  to  him,  to  be  traiuiferred  and  made  payable  to  B., 
for  the  pnrpoee  of  keeping  the  same  out  of  the  reach  of  the  trustee  process,  it 
would  be  fraudulent  as  to  the  creditors  of  A. ;  and  the  maker  of  the  note  could 
properly  be  adjudged  trustee  of  A.,  so  long,  at  least,  as  it  remained  in  the  hands 
of  A.  or  B.  or  of  any  other  person  cognizant  of,  and  privy  to,  such  fiandolent 
intent.    Marth  y.  JknU  et  al^  868. 

11.  The  fact  that  a  note  was  purchased  and  put  in  suit  for  the  puipose  of  harassing 
the  defendant,  is  no  defense  to  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  vahte  of  the 
note.     Omuby  v.  GUman,  487. 

See  Pbikcipal  and  Surktt  1. 

RAIL  ROAD,  See  Vt.  Central  R.  R.  Co.;  Action  on  thz  Casxu 

RECORD,  See  Deed  1, 2,  8;  Evidsnck  14, 15;  Pbobate  Court  12;  Sheriff  6. 

RECOGNIZANCE,  See  Arrest;  Audita  Querela. 

REPLEVIN. 

1.  Replevin  will  lie  against  an  officer,  who  attaches  property,  by  leaving  a  copy  in 
the  town  clerk's  office,  brought  by  some  person  other  than  the  debtor,  and  so 
also,  with  iretpass  and  trover,    AngtU  v.  KeiUh^  871. 

REVIEW. 

In  an  action  of  book  account,  brought  originally  to  the  county  court,  where  the  de- 
fendant files  a  matter  m  oflVct,  in  assumpsit,  or  other  contract,  not  on  book,  ex- 
ceeding one  hundred  dollars,  neither  party  is  entitled  to  a  review  of  the  issue 
upon  the  plea  in  offset.    HaU  et  ai.,  v.  HaU,  687. 

SALE. 

1.  Under  a  conditional  sale  or  contract,  the  general  property  never  passes,  and 
when  the  payment  of  the  stipulated  price,  under  such  sale,  is  made  a  condition 
precedent,  payment  must  be  made  before  the  title  vests  in  the  purchaser.  Datis 
et  aL  V.  Bradley  et  al.j  65. 

2.  But  where  S.  &  C.  sold  a  quantity  of  wool  to  B.  &  H.  B.,  and  sent  them  an 
absolute  and  unconditional  bill  of  sale,  advising  them  by  the  bill  of  sale,  that 
the  wool  was  shipped  to  Bradley  &  Co.,  at  Burlington,  subject  on  its  arrival,  to 
their  onler,  of  which  immediately  after  its  arrival,  B.  &  H.  B.  took  possession. 
It  was  held  —  that  the  bill  of  sale  passed  an  immediate  aud  vested  title  to  the 
wool,  in  B.  &  H.  B.    lb. 

3.  A  bill  of  sale,  absolute  and  unconditional  in  its  terms,  and  free  from  ambiguity, 
is  govenied  by  the  same  principles  that  regulate  other  written  instruments,  and 
parol  testimony  cannot  be  received  to  contradict,  add  to,  or  vary  it,  for  "  the 
"  bill  of  sale  must  be  considered  as  the  final  contract  between  the  parties.**     76. 

4.  S.  &  C.  sold  a  quantity  of  wool  to  B.  &  H.  B.  and  shipped  the  same  to  Fmrling- 
ton,  to  the  care  of  B.  &  Co.,  and  sent  a  bill  of  sale  to  B.  &  H.  B.,  advising  them, 
in  said  bill  of  sale,  that  paid  wool  was  shipped  to  the  care  of  B.  &  Co.,  and  sub- 
ject to  their  order;  upon  the  arrival  of  the  wool  at  Burlington,  said  B.  &  H.  B. 
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took  po!i8es<(ion  of,  and  assorted  the  samef  and  re-shipped  twenty-one  sacks,  and 
consigned  the  <(ame  to  D.  &  A.,  at  Boston ;  taking  at  the  time,  a  receipt  for  the 
same  of  B.  &  Co.,  forwarding  merchants;  the  said  receipt  B.  &  H.  B.  sent  to 
said  I).  &  A.,  and  also  made  a  draft  upon  them,  for  the  full  value  of  the  wool; 
the  said  draft  was  accepted  and  paid  by  said  D.  &  A.  The  said  wool,  after  it 
was  thus  re-shipped,  and  while  in  tranntu^  was  attached  as  the  property  of  B.  & 
H.  B ,  and  brought  back  and  placed  in  the  store-house  of  B.  &  Co.,  for  safe 
keeping.  In  an  action  of  Trover,  brought  by  D.  &  A.  against  B.  &  Co.  for 
said  wool,  it  was  htid^ — that  S.  &  C.  are  concluded,  by  their  arte,  from  denying 
the  title  and  riglit  of  B.  &  H.  B.  to  this  property,  by  the  execution  of  their  bill 
of  sale,  and  order,  for  the  deliver^'  of  its  possession.  And  that  B.  &  H.  B.  were 
equally  concluded  by  their  consignment  of  the  property  to  D.&  A.,  and  their 
draft  on  tliem  for  its  value.  And  that  B.  &  Co.  were  also  concluded  from  deny- 
ing D.  &  A.'s  title  to  the  property,  and  their  right  to  immediate  possession  by 
the  execution  of  their  receipt  for  the  same,  as  forwarding  merchants.    76. 

5.  And  it  was  nlso  held,  that  so  far  as  D.  &;  A.  were  concerned,  the  acts  of  all  these 
parties  openite  as  an  estoppel  in  pais,  preventing  them  from  making  any  claim 
to  this  pn>perty,  even,  if  as  between  B.  &  H.  B.  and  S.  &  C,  the  property  was 
wrongfully  disposed  of  by  B.  &  H.  B.     lb. 

6.  When  the  vendor's  statements  form  the  sole  basis  of  the  sale,  his  declarations 
are  ordinarily  to  be  regarded  as  a  warranty.    Beals  v.  Ohngttad^  114. 

7.  So  also  wb.ere  the  article  is  bought  for  a  particular  use,  and  the  vendor  knew 
that  the  vendee  would  not  buy  an  inferior  article,  the  sale  of  the  article  for  the 
particular  use,  ordinarily  implies  a  warranty  that  it  is  fit  for  the  use.     lb. 

8.  And  unless  it  is  apparent  that  vendor's  statements,  in  regard  to  the  quality  of 
the  article,  were  understood  by  the  parties,  at  the  time,  as  amounting  to  nothing 
more,  than  recommendations  of  the  goods,  and  were  matters  of  opinion  merely, 
and  the  \  .'mleo  was  still  left  to  understand,  that  he  must  examine  and  judge  for 
himself,  the  cuse  should  be  submitted  to  a  jury,  unless  there  is  a  fatal  variance. 
lb. 

9.  A  deed  of  machinery  prior  to  the  act  of  1888,  would  be  void  as  against  the  cred- 
itors of  the  grantor,  unless  accompanied  by  an  absolute  change  of  possession. 

Qu^re  —  whether  such  a  deed  is  brought  within  the  provisions  of  the  said  act 
prtnptctiidy^  from  and  after  the  act  took  effect.     Wahcorth  v.  Beaffsboro^  252. 

10.  If  a  per^on  sell  spirituous  liquors  in  this  State,  without  a  license,  and  in  direct 
violation  of  the  positive  provisions  of  the  statute,  such  sale  is  illegal,  and  he  can 
sustain  no  action  therefor.    BoutwtU  v.  Fosttr^  485. 

11.  The  illegality  of  such  a  sale,  will  equally  prevent  a  recovery  thereon,  when 
plead  i?i  offset;  a  court  of  justice  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  pajTnent,  for 
such  illcfral  sale,  in  any  form  in  which  the  parties  may  present  it;  nor  will  they, 
on  the  other  hand,  relieve  from  payment,  when  it  has  been  made.     lb. 

See  Book  Accx)Unt  7;  Statute  of  Frauds  2. 
SCHOOLS,  See  School  District. 

SCHOOL  DISTRICT. 

1.  By  implication,  the  prudential  committee  of  a  school  district  must  have  the  right 
to  occupy  the  school  house,  when  the  school  is  in  operation;  but  the  statute 
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or  implications  growing  oat  of  the  genenJ  powen  and  duties  of  the  prodentaal 
ooramittee,  does  not  give  him  Che  ezdusiTe  control  of  the  school  house,  in  his 
district,  that  power  mnst  be  in  the  district     ChapUm  eiaLv,  JKff  et  oL,  5S8. 

t.  Where  a  district,  at  a  meeting  for  Uiat  purpose,  Toted  to  have  a  private  school  in 
the  school-house,  and  nothing  appeared,  but  if  it  had  been  permitted  to  proceed, 
it  would  have  answered  all  the  purposes  of  a  public  school,  and  been  open  to  all 
the  children  in  the  district,  and  taught  all  the  branches  of  common  school  in- 
struction enumerated  in  the  statute,  and  no  others;  under  these  circumstance?, 
it  was  held,  that  there  was  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the  district,  in 
allowing  the  school  to  continue  thereybr  &te  tme  being  merely;  but  that  the  dis- 
trict clearly  could  not  confer  anj  exclusiTe  right  to  the  possession  of  the  schocl- 
house,  for  any  definite  time  upon  any  one.    76. 

8.  It  was  also  held,  that  the  privilege  which  was  conferred  upon  the  plaintiflb  was 
of  a  legally  beneficial  character,  and  the  defendants  for  causelessly  and  wantonly 
disturbing  them  in  the  ei\joyment  of  the  same,  are  liable  to  an  action,  and  that 
cote  is  the  appropriate  remedy.    Jh. 

i.  The  inhabitants  of  the  school  district  have  no  estate  in  any  form,  in  the  property 
belonging  to  the  district,  and  the  district  alone  can  bring  trespass  quart  dausum 
frtffiL    Ih, 

£Eec  LxsTKBs  8, 4. 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

1.  Where  a  debtor  was  committed  to  jail  on  metae  process,  and  gave  a  jail  bond,  it 
was  held,  that  before  a  suit  could  be  sustained  for  an  escape,  there  must  be  a  de- 
mand mode  for  the  bond,  and  a  refusal  to  assign  it,  that  the  statute  contains  no 
exceptions,  and  the  court  cannot  moke  them,  unless  in  the  most  obvious  cases  of 
necessity.     Spear  v.  HoimeM  ei  oL^  647. 

S.  It  was  also  heldy  that  the  fact  that  the  jail  bond  was  found  in  possession  of  the 
family  of  a  former  jailor  in  another  State,  afibrds  no  necessary  presomption,  that 
a  demand  would  not  have  been  available.    Jb. 

SHERIFF. 

1.  An  officer  acquires  a  special  property  in  the  goods  or  chattels,  by  attaching  them 
in  a  manner  authorized  by  statute;  and  by  the  same  means  he  also  acquires  a 
sufficient  possession,  to  enable  him  to  support  trespass  or  trover  for  any  wrongful 
taking  or  conversion  of  the  property.    Bbdgttt  v.  Adanu,  28. 

S.  And  the  action  can  as  well  be  sustained  against  the  defendant  in  the  attach- 
ment, as  against  a  stranger.    Jb, 

8.  The  statute  does  not  imply  a  bailment  of  the  property  so  attached  from  the 
officer  to  the  defendant  in  the  process ;  and  such  defendant  can  only  interfere,  by 
express  permission  of  the  officer,  or  to  secure  the  safety  and  preservation  of  the 
property.    Jb, 

4.  When  an  attachment  is  made  by  one  officer,  and  the  execution  is  delivered  to  an- 
other, in  order  to  perfect  the  lien,  the  creditors  are  not  only  bound  to  place  their 
execution  in  the  hands  of  a  proper  officer  within  thirty  days  from  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  but  cause  the  property  to  be  demanded  of  the  officer  making  the 
attachment  within  that  period,  by  the  officer  holding  the  execution.    76. 
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(.  Where  a  deputy  sheriff,  on  the  first  day  of  December,  1847,  took  the  oath  of 
office  and  left  his  deputation  and  oath  with  the  county  clerk  for  record,  and  paid 
the  clerk  for  recording  the  same,  and  it  remained  in  the  county  clerk's  office 
until  the  August  following,  and  the  clerk  then  recorded  it  upon  a  book  in  his 
office,  ffeldj  that  though  the  record  was  perfected  at  a  subsequent  time,  con- 
stmctively  it  must  be  deemed  to  exist  from  the  time  the  instrument  was  lodged 
for  record,  and  that  the  officer  was  authorized  to  act  as  a  deputy  sheriff,  and  had 
competent  authority  to  act  as  such,  from  the  time  he  so  left  his  deputation  bona 
Jide  for  record.    Ferris  v.  Smith,  27. 

6.  Where  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  were  present  on  the  day  of  sale,  and  di> 

rected  the  officer  to  sell  the  property  according  to  the  statute,  and  for  cash,  it  was 

held,  that  the  officer  was  bound  to  follow  these  instructions,  and  that  he  had 

nothing  to  do  with  former  conversations  or  arrangements  between  the  parties. 

Waboorth  v.  JReadtboro,  262. 

Se^  Eyidencb  1 ;  Replevih  1. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  contracted  with  the  defendant  for  the  lease  of  defendant's 
tavern  house  for  one  year,  and  delivered  to  defendant  a  gold  watch  in  part  pay- 
ment for  the  rent,  oiid  the  parties  agreed  to  meet  at  a  future  day  to  make  and  ex- 
ecute a  written  lease,  it  was  held,  that  this  case  falls  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
IlawUy  V.  Moody,  603. 

2.  It  was  also  held,  that  the  property  in  the  watch  passed  to  the  defendant,  and 
might  have  been  sold  by  him,  or  legally  attached  upon  his  debts,    ift. 

STATUTE,  See  Practice  14, 1ft. 

SURETY,  See  Ciiakcert  1,  4. 

TAXES,  See  Grakd  List;  Collector. 

TENANCY,  See  Chancery  49;   Deed  4. 

TENDER. 

1.  The  acceptance  of  money  paid  into  court,  operates  as  a  payment^pro  tanto,  and 
also  as  a  conclusive  admission  of  the  conditions  upon  which  it  was  paid  into 
court.     Goslin  v.  Uodson  ti  ah,  140. 

2.  Money  paid  into  court,  not  in  pursuance  of  a  tender  made  before  the  suit  is 
brought,  must,  to  be  available,  include  the  costs  in  the  suit  up  to  that  tune.    ih. 

3.  Where  bank  bills  were  placed  on  the  table  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
amount  stated,  and  capable  of  being  taken  into  immediate  possession,  if  plaintiff 
had  been  willing  to  receive  it,  and  was  duly  paid  to  the  auditor,  and  is  broug^ 
into  court,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  good  tender,  and  sufficiently  conformable 
to  all  legal  requirements.     Curti$a  v.  (rt'eenftatiibi,  686. 

4.  Where  money  is  tendered  and  refused,  the  person  tendering  it  is  at  liberty  to  use 
it  as  his  own ;  all  he  is  under  obligations  to  do  is,  to  b^  ready  at  all  tunes,  to  pay 
the  debt  in  current  money,  when  requested.    /&. 
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6.  But  if  the  tender  Is  of  specific  nrtlcles,  the  propert  j  tendered  cannot  be  re-t&keo, 
or  disposed  of  in  any  way,  by  the  person  tendering,    lb, 

TOWNS. 

1.  Lyman  Ballard,  a  minor,  whose  legal  settlement  was  in  the  tovm  of  S.,  was  in- 
fected with  the  tmaUpox  while  residing  in  the  town  of  B.,  the  selectmen  of  f4ud 
town  of  B.  provided  physicians,  nnrsef«,  and  necessaries  for  said  Lyman,  and  he 
was  not  of  sufficient  ability  to  pay  said  expenses ;  but  his  father  was  sufficiently 
able  to  pay  them.  It  was  held,  m  an  action  brought  by  the  town  of  B.  a^!;aini»t 
the  town  of  S.  to  recover  said  expenses,  that  the  town  of  S.  was  primarU^  liable 
to  the  town  of  B.  for  whatever  sum  they  had  actuaUy  expended  in  providing 
physicians,  nurses,  and  necessaries  for  said  Lyman.    BraiiMoro  v.  Strattom,  806. 

S.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  to  provide  an  alphabtt  or  index^  for  the  book  of 
record  used  for  recording  evidences  respecting  titles  to  lands  or  real  estate,  snd 
to  keep  and  preserve  the  same  for  inspection  and  use,  with  the  same  truthful- 
ness and  care,  that  he  is  required  to  exercise  in  keeping  the  books  of  record,  and 
when  an  injury  has  been  sustained  by  any  one,  by  reason  of  ne^ect  in  this  re 
spect,  the  town  is  liable  under  the  statute.    JhaUer  v.  IMndsor  et  at,  327. 

8.  But  to  enable  n  party  to  .«ne  for  such  neglect,  it  must  appear  that  the  neglect  to 
keep  f^nch  an  al^Jiabct  or  index^  was  tlic  cause  of  tlie  damage  he  has  sustained. 
Jb, 

TRESPASS. 

1.  In  an  action  of  (rttpati  for  assault  and  battery,  where  the  defendant  plead  jnn 
assault  demesne,  and  the  plaintiff  replies  de  injuria  sua  propria,  the  plaintiff  may 
prove  that  defendant  used  more  force  than  was  necessarj',  and  that  an  excessive 
battery  was  committed.    Bmitett  v.  Churchill,  218. 

2.  And  the.^e  pleadings  i)rcf=ent  two  questions  of  fact  to  be  tried  and  decided ;  fii>t, 
did  the  plaintiff  connnit  the  first  oi^sault;  secondly,  if  so,  did  the  defendant  use 
any  more  force  than  was  necessarj'  in  his  defense.    lb, 

8.  And  where,  upon  this,  issue,  these  facts  arc  not  found  by  the  referees  or  the 
county  court,  and  no  question  of  law  arising  in  the  case,  the  supreme  court  will 
not  decide  whetlier  the  defendant  is  guilty  or  not  guilty,  for  the«e  are  questions 
exclusively  to  be  found  by  the  referees  of  the  county  court ;  it  being  the  duty  of 
the  supreme  court  only  to  decide  upon  such  legal  questions  as  may  ariae  upon 
facts  previously  found  to  be  true.    Jb, 

See  Collector  1. 

THESPASS  QUAKE  CLAUSUM  FREGIT. 

1.  In  an  action  of  trespass  quare  dausum  /regit,  the  plaintiff  having  title  to  one-half 
of  the  promises,  it  w;is  held,  that  he  might  recover  the  whole  damages.  UUtbard 
V.  Foster  et  al,  642. 

%.  Where  B.  entered  upon  a  certain  lot,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  same,  and 
during  tiie  winter  seasons  took  timber  therefrom,  from  time  to  time,  it  was  bold, 
that  these  acts,  (he  having  good  title  to  one-half,)  gave  him  possession  of  the 
whole  lot,  as  against  ever}-  one  but  the  true  owner.  Savytr  v.  Nevkmd^  9  Vt. 
388,     lb. 


INDEX.  Tin 


5.  Where  a  deputy  sheriff,  on  the  first  day  of  December,  1847,  took  the  oath  of 
oflSce  and  left  his  deputation  and  oath  with  the  county  clerk  for  record,  and  paid 
the  clerk  for  recording  the  same,  and  it  remained  in  the  county  clerk's  office 
until  the  August  following,  and  the  clerk  then  recorded  it  upon  a  book  in  hie 
office.  Held,  that  though  the  record  was  perfected  at  a  subsequent  time,  con- 
structively it  must  be  deemed  to  exist  from  the  time  the  instrument  was  lodged 
for  record,  and  that  the  officer  was  authorized  to  act  as  a  deputy  sheriff,  and  had 
competent  authority  to  act  as  such,  from  the  time  he  so  left  his  deputation  bona 
fide  for  record.    Ferris  v.  Smith,  27. 

6.  Where  the  plaintiff  and  his  attorney  were  present  on  the  day  of  sale,  and  di- 
rected the  officer  to  sell  the  property  according  to  the  statute,  and  for  cash,  it  was 
held,  that  the  officer  was  bound  to  follow  these  instructions,  and  that  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  former  conversations  or  arrangements  between  the  parties. 
Wabtwth  V.  Jieadtboro,  262. 

See  Evidence  1 ;  Rbpleviiv  1. 

STATUTE  OP  FRAUDS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  contracted  with  the  defendant  for  the  lease  of  defendant's 
tavern  house  for  one  year,  and  delivered  to  defendant  a  gold  watch  in  part  pay- 
ment for  the  rent,  aud  the  parties  agreed  to  meet  at  a  future  day  to  make  and  ex- 
ecute a  written  lease,  it  was  held,  that  this  case  falls  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Ilawley  v.  Moody^  603. 

2.  It  was  also  held,  that  the  property  in  the  watch  passed  to  the  defendant,  and 
might  have  been  sold  by  him,  or  legally  attached  upon  his  debts,    lb. 

STATUTE,  See  Practice  14, 16. 

SURETY,  See  Ciiakcert  1,  4. 

TAXES,  See  Grakd  List:  Collector. 

TENANCY,  See  Chancery  49;   Deed  4. 

TENDER, 

1.  The  acceptance  of  money  paid  into  court,  operates  as  a  payment, jvro  (onto,  and 
also  as  a  conclusive  admission  of  the  conditions  upon  which  it  was  paid  into 
court.     Goslin  v.  Ilodson  eial.,  140. 

2.  Money  paid  into  court,  not  in  pursuance  of  a  tender  made  before  the  suit  is 
brought,  muRit,  to  be  available,  include  the  costs  in  the  suit  up  to  that  time.    16. 

3.  Where  bank  bills  were  placed  on  the  table  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
amount  stated,  and  capable  of  being  taken  into  immediate  possession,  if  plaintiff 
had  been  willing  to  receive  it,  and  was  duly  paid  to  the  auditor,  and  is  brought 
into  court,  it  was  held,  that  this  was  a  good  tender,  and  sufficiently  conformable 
to  all  legal  requirements.     Curiits  v.  Ch-eenbanks^  636. 

4.  Where  money  is  tendered  and  refused,  the  person  tendering  it  is  at  liberty  to  use 
it  as  his  own ;  all  he  is  imder  obligations  to  do  is,  to  b^  ready  at  all  times,  to  pay 
the  debt  in  current  money,  when  requested.    lb. 

xxiY.  46 


716  INDEX. 


t:  The  same  dfligence  iineqiilred  of  Turnpike  Gompaniee,  which  is  demanded  of 
towns,  to  insure  safety  to  travelers  ajxm  the  highways,  and  they,  as  well  as 
towns,  are  primarily  liable  to  the  trareler.    lb. 

VERMONT  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

It  is  the  doty,  by  law,  of  the  Vermont  Central  Railroad  Company,  to  erect  and 
maintain  such  fences  and  cattle  guards,  upon  their  road,  as  will  prevent  hones 
and  other  animals  firom  passing  them, —  as  held  in  Quimby  ▼.  VermoiU  Cemtrai 
JUOroadCkfrnpang^mVUZ^S,    TVovt.  VL  CenLE.JL  Cb.,487. 

Bee  AonoH  oh  thx  Case  3, 8,  4,  5,  6, 7,  8. 
WAIVER,  See  Pbobatb  Court  7;  Arrest  8. 

WARRANTY,  Bee  Sale  6,  7,  8. 

WILL,  Bee  Probate  Court  6. 

WITNESS,  Bu  EviDENCB. 


APRENDIX. 


HON.  CHARLES  KILBORN  WH^LIAMS,  L.  L.  D., 


LATE  CHIEF  JUSTICE  OF  THE  SUPREME  COURT. 


We  have  deemed  it  not  inappropriate  to  place  this  brief  me- 
morial of  one  of  the  most  distinguished  ornaments  of  the  bench, 
in  this  State,  in  the  annual  volume  of  the  reports  of  the  decisions 
of  that  court,  where  he  presided  for  a  longer  term  than  any  other 
one,  since  the  foundation  of  the  State  government  This  fact 
alone,  in  a  State  where  the  election  of  judges  is  annual,  is  altogether 
decisive  of  the  general  estimation  in  which  his  services,  as  a  judge, 
were  held.  One  may  possibly  hold  a  subordinate  place  for  a  long 
time,  or  the  first  place  for  a  short  time,  and  not  .justify  such  an  in- 
ference ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  any  one  should  preside 
over  the  deliberations  of  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  in  the  State 
for  thirteen  years  successively,  with  annual  re-elections,  and  not 
possess  eminent,  we  think  we  may  say  almost  unrivalled  qualifica- 
tions, for  the  place. 

And  such,  we  believe,  has  been,  and  will  always  be,  the  general 
estimation  in  relation  to  the  services  of  the  Hon.  Charles  Eil- 
BORN  Williams,  L.  L.  D.,  late  Chief  Justice  of  this  court,  who 
died  suddenly  at  his  residence,  in  Rutland,  during  the  night  of  the 
9th  of  March,  A.  D.  1853,  aged  seventy-one  years.  Chief  Justice 
Williams  was  born  at  Cambridge,  Massachusetts,  January  24th, 
1782.  His  father,  the  late  Samuel  Williams,  L.  L.  D.,  was,  at 
the  time,  the  Professor  of  Mathematics  in  Harvard  College,  but 
removed  to  Rutland,  in  this  State,  when  his  son  was  about  seven 
years  old,  where  the  father  and  the  son  both  resided  till  their 
death. 
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Dr.  vSamuel  Williams,  as  a  scholar  and  divine,  and  especially  as 
the  early  historian  of  the  State,  has  left  a  very  abiding  and  enviable 
reputation.  And  it  is  no  doubt  attended  with  many  advantages, 
to  receive  one's  education  under  the  eye  of  such  a  father,  which, 
without  that,  no  mere  culture  of  the  schools  can  fully  compensate. 
Charles  K.  Williams  graduated  at  Williams'  College,  in  the  year 
1800,  and  studied  the  profession  of  law  in  the  office  of  the  Hon. 
Chauncey  Langdon,  whose  daughter  he  subsequently  married,  who 
survives  her  husband.  They  had  eight  children,  all  of  whom,  save 
one,  survived  their  father.  Judge  Williams  was  more  than  com- 
monly happy  in  all  the  domestic  relations,  as  he  was  also  eminently 
qualified  to  impart  happiness  in  those  relations.  His  home  seemed 
his  chief  solace  and  support  during  the  exhausting  labors  of  his  long 
judicial  service. 

He  first  came  to  the  bench  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  year 
1822,  and  remained  but  two  years.  He  then  served  in  the  office 
of  Collector  of  the  Customs  for  the  district  of  Vermont,  during  the 
administration  of  the  younger  Adams,  and  returned  to  the  bench 
in  the  full  of  1829,  where  he  remained  till  the  fall  of  1846,  when 
he  declined  a  re-election.  He  was  two  years  Governor  of  this 
State,  and  declined  a  re-election,  just  before  his  death. 

It  could  answer  no  good  purpose,  perhaps,  to  dwell  upon  the 
character  of  this  faithful  servant  of  the  State,  in  one  of  the  most 
critical  and  exhausting,  and,  at  the  same  time,  least  obtrusive,  de- 
partments of  the  public  service.  It  is  probably  true  that  his  merits, 
as  a  judge,  were  as  justly,  and  as  highly  estimated,  by  his  fellow- 
citizens,  as  those  of  any  other.  If  he  was  less  known  out  of  the 
State,  it  is  because  he  had  studiously  avoided  connecting  himself 
in  any  way  with  the  law  journals,  even  by  allowing  them  the  pub- 
lication of  his  opinions,  in  advance  of  the  regular  reports,  which 
is  not  uncommon.  But  with  him,  these  things  had  too  much  the 
appearance  of  pretension,  or  love  of  publicity,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  of  condescension  and  subserviency  on  the  other,  to  meet  the 
full  approbation  of  that  severe  sense  of  propriety,  by  which  his 
own  coiirFc  was  prescribed.  He  was  possibly  on  this  account  less 
known,  and  more  highly  esteemed,  where  he  was  known.  For  it 
is  certain,  that  many  of  his  opinions  have  received  more  marked 
commendation  from  law  writers  of  eminence,  out  of  the  State,  than 
perhaps  almost  any  others  in  our  reports.  And  in  regard  to  the 
jurisprudence  of  the  State,  (whatever  it  is,)  so  far  as  the  reports 
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are  concerned,  it  unquestionably  bears  more  distinctly  the  impress 
of  his  mind  than  of  any  other  one. 

And  whatever  differences  of  opinion  may  exist  in  regard  to  the 
excellencies,  or  defects,  of  the  late  Chief  Justice  Williams,  we  can 
scarcely  remember  any  one,  whose  virtues  more  decidedly  prepon- 
derate, or  whose  judicial  character  could  be  more  justly  pres<mted, 
as  a  model.  His  mind  was  active,  and  almost  electric,  in  its  move- 
ments, and  at  the  same  time,  so  patient  as  to  be  far  more  than 
ordinarily  sure  of  reaching  a  just  conclusion,  and  in  the  shortest 
possible  time.  And  if  he  sometimes  flagged  in  the  severity  of  his 
attention,  under  a  protracted  argument,  it  was  not  while  the  speaker 
was  drawing  new  truths  from  the  old  fountains  and  deep  founda- 
tions of  the  law.  His  sense  of  justice,  his  incorruptible  integrity 
and  impartiality;  his  willingness  to  suffer  and  to  be  sacrificed,  if 
need  be,  in  defense  of  truth  and  innocence,  or  in  bringing  false- 
hood and  fraud  to  its  merited  reward ;  his  purity,  his  dignity,  his 
urbanity  ;  his  simplicity  and  singleness  of  heart,  in  all  the  relations 
of  life,  present  his  character,  as  at  once  the  brightest  for  admira- 
tion, and  the  safest  for  imitation.  If  it  should  be  thought  by  any, 
that  like  the  patriarch,  he  had  little  to  tempt  him  from,  and  much 
to  support  hira  in  his  high  course  of  virtue  and  integrity,  and  that 
he  was  therefore  deserving  of  less  commendation ;  although  we 
certainly  would  not  disjjarage,  in  any  sense,  the  quiet  decency  and 
respectability  of  judicial  life,  one  can  scarcely  refrain  from  feeling 
sometimes,  that  where  the  elections  are  annual,  the  salaries  quite 
disproportioned  to  those  paid  in  private  life,  for  equal  service,  and 
tlie  labor  immense,  and,  at  times,  almost  overwhelming,  the  posi- 
tion is  not  altogether  so  well  calculated  to  sustain  the  mind  and 
support  the  heart,  as  some  others.  And  we  trust  it  will  not  be 
regarded  as  offensive  or  personal,  to  say  that  the  mere  uncertainty 
of  the  tenure  of  the  judicial  office,  while  it  is  undoubtedly  a  safe- 
guard  to  the  State,  is  always  a  proportionate  embarrassment  to  the 
incumbent,  and  one  which,  because  it  is  not  generally  understood, 
is  not  sufficiently  taken  into  the  account,  in  estimating  the  relative 
proportion  of  service  and  compensation. 
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